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Also, petition of Charles 8. Hopper, jr., urging tax on stocks,
bonds, and financial paper—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Also, petition of Chamber of Commerce of Porte Rico, favor-
jng a tariff on sugar and coffee—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Also, petition of President Van Clearve, of St. Louis, favoring a
tariff eommission—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Charles H. Schmitz, of New York City, favor-
ing duty on lithographic supplies—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, petition of Luyties Brothers, favoring amendment to the
tariff bill to encourage the sale and exportation of articles of
domestic manufacture—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Columbus Industrial Alliance, favoring
protection along certain lines—to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

Also, petition of Hawley & IHoops, protesting tax on cocoa
beans—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of National Manufacturers’ Association, pro-
testing reduction of tariff on lumber—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, petition of W. Van Lubken, favoring removal of duty on
sugar—to the Committee on Ways and Mean§.

Also, petition of Chamber of Commerce of Porto Rico, favoring
duty on coffee, sugar, and tobacco—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, petition of Business Men’s Association of South Nor-
walk, Conn., for placing paper on free list—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Cattle Raisers’' Association of Texas, for re-
tention of duty on hides—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of Fred Gutman & Co. of New York, for redue-
tion of duty on safety matches—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Also, petition of Yellow Pine Exchange, favoring a bill to re-
move discriminations against American sailing vessels in the
coasting trade—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries,

By Mr. HANNA : Petition of many citizens of North Dakota,
favoring reduction of duty on raw and refined sugars—to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr, HARRISON: Paper to accompany bill for relief of
Joseph Nester and James Tucker—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. HAYES: Petition of American Masters, Mates, and
Pilots, of California Harbor No. 15, against reduction of tariff
on lumber—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LINDBERGH : Petition of citizens of Kensington and
Howard Lake, Minn.,, against proposed reduction in tariff on
barley—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Commercial Club of Osakis, favoring repeal
of duty on raw and refined sugars—ito the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. MORGAN of Missouri: Petition of Samuel Miller,
W. A. Joslin, L. S, Thurman, and other citizens of the Fifteenth
Congressional District of Missouri, against a duty on tea and
coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MURPHY : Petition of various farmers’ unions of
the Sixteenth Congressional District of Missouri, favoring a
parcels-post law—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-
Roads.

By Mr. ROBINSON: Petitions of J. P. Wait and others, of
Altheimer; L. H. Morphew and others, of Stuttgart; Murphey
Martin Drug Company, of Pine Bluff; Grand Rapids Transfer
Company, of Hot Springs; Globe Shoe and Clothing Company,
of Malvern, all in the State of Arkansas, protesting against
the establishment of a parcels-post system—to the Committee
on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. SABATH: Paper to accompany bill for relief ot
Charles E. Malin—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, petition of Stereotypers’ Union, No. 4, of Chicago, and
Chicago Mailers’ Union, No. 2, favoring same postage rates on
second-class mail in town where papers are printed as out of
town—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. SULZER: Petition of Arthur Folk, of New York,
against an increase of duty on tobacco and upholding action of
the Senate committee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Durbrow & Hearne Manufacturing Com-
pany, of New York, against increase of duty on embroidery
machines and needles for the same—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.
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Prayer by Rev. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, of the city of Washington,
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved.

FINDINGS OF THE COURT OF CLAIMS.

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate communica-
tions from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, transmit-
ting certified copies of the findings of fact filed by the court in
the-following causes:

In the cause of Alice H. Pierce, widow of Allen W. Pierce,
deceased, v. The United States (8. Doe, No. 25) ; and

In the cause of Herbert Harlan and Willinm Beatty Hatlan,
administrators cum testamento annexo of the estate of David
Harlan, deceased, v. The United States (8. Doc. No. 26).

The foregoing findings were, with the accompanying papers,
referred to the Committee on Claims and ordered to be printed.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

The VICE-PRESIDENT presented house joint resolution No.
9, of the general assembly of Iowa, which was referred to the
Committee on Privileges and Elections and ordered to be printed

in the Recorp, as follows:
SraTe oF Iowa,
SECRETARY OF STATB.
C. Hayward, sec of state of the State of Iowa, do hereby
cortty chat £ sisached nstmént of wriing o (e fad comrct
ouse joint resolution No. 9, as ¥ -
Wammpy %ty and i 13 - 1!:1 the &gavernor April 12, A. D. 1909, as the
same a rs of reco ce.
I: t&ptﬁwnr whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the
seal of the secretary of state of the State of Iown.
Done at Des Moines, the capltal of the State, April 24, 1909
[sEAL.]) W. C. Haxw
Becretary of étote
House jol.nt resolution 9.
Jolnt resolution of the th t ral mmb!rlﬂ:& the State ot

I = kin lication of States to
c:ﬁ lla. clg:venilonpgor prop o the Constitution of the
United States.

Iw;herg?s we lﬂellga th;tt Senatora of the United States should be
rectly e voters
ee{:vgd 4 > cﬁ dlrect election andamendmant to the

t t1s tut %‘ﬁmro]ﬂ“ States is necessary ;
Co?vsha%asmtl?a mﬁure of Congress to submit ‘such amendment to the
States has made it clear that the onlg practicable method of secur ﬁ
submission of such a.mendmt to the States is through a constitution
convention, to be called hﬁ upon the application of the legis-
latures of two-thirds of all the g Therefore be i

Resolved by the general mmbly of the State of Iowa:

szc'rmx 1. That the legislature of the State of Iowa hereby makes
agp on to the Congress of the United States, under Article V of
the Comtlmtlon of the United Sta to call a constitutional conven-
tion for f“’ amendments to the Constitution of the United States.

BEC. is resolution, duly authenticated, shall be dellvered
forthwith to the President of the Senate and Speaker of the House of
Representatives of the United States, with the request that the same
aball be ls,id before the sald Senate and House.

Approved Aprll 12, A. D. 1909.

The VICE-PRESIDENT presented a memorial of the con-
gress of the Knights of Labor of Albany, N. Y., remonstrating
against a reduction of the duty on wood pulp and print paper,
which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of sundry employees of the Case
Cutlery Company, of Kane, Pa., praying for the retention of the
proposed duty on imporfed knives or erasers, which was ordered
to lie on the table.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of New York,
Massachusetts, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Minnesota,
Maryland, South Carolina, Arkansas, Michigan, Oregon, Texas,
Virginia, Oklahoma, Nebraska, North Dakota, Idaho, Tennessee,
West Virginia, Indiana, Maine, Ohio, Wtsconsin Washington,
Idaho, Loulslana, and Pennsylvania, praying for a reduction of
the duty on raw and refined sugars, which were ordered to lie
on the table.

Mr. SHIVELY presented petitions of sundry citizens of In-
dianapolis, Boswell, Fishers, Evansville, and Fairlance, all in
the State of Indiana, praying for the repeal of the duty on raw
hides, which were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. DILLINGHAM presented petitions of sundry citizens of
East Bethel, Newbury, West Woodstock, and Burlington, all in
the State of Vermont, praying for a reduction of the duty on
raw and refined sugars, which were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. BRISTOW presented petitions of sundry citizens of Nor-
wood, Lane, Hunter, Winfield, Ellsworth, Zurich, Caldwell, Can-
ton, Garnett, Burns, and Argonia, all in the State of Kansas,
praying for a reduction of the duty on raw and refined sugars,
which were ordered to lie on the table,

Mr. FRYE presented petitions of sundry citizens of Argyle
and Riverton, Me., praying for a reduction of the duty on raw
and refined sugars, which were ordered to lie on the table.
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Mr. BRANDEGEE presented petitions of sundry citizens of
Meriden, New Haven, Danbury, Stonington, New London, Water-
town, Ansonia, Franklin, Hartford, and Willimantie, all in the
State of Connecticut, praying for a reduction of the duty on raw
and refined sugars, which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of Local Union No. 100, Inter-
national Typographical Union, of Norwich, Conn., praying for
a reduction of the duty on print paper and wood pulp, which
was ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. PILES presented a petition of Local Union No. 202, In-
ternational Typographical Union, of Seattle, Wash., and a peti-
tion of Leea} Union No. 65, International Stereotypers and
Electrotypers’ Union, of Seattle, Wash., praying for a reduc-
tion of the duty on print paper and wood pulp, which were
ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of sundry coal and coke com-
panies of Seattle, Wash.,, praying for the retention of the present
duty of 67 cents per ton on coal, which was ordered to lie on
the table.

Mr. LODGE presented petitions of sundry citizens of East
Bridgewater and New Bedford, in the State of Massachusetts,
praying for a reduction of the duty on raw and refined sugars,
which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of East
Bridgewater, Mass,, remonstrating against the imposition of a
duty on tea, which was ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. WARNER presented a joint resolution of the legislature
of Missouri, which was referred to the Committee on Pensions
and ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

JErrErsox CI1Ty, Mo., April 27, 1909.
Senator WILLIAM TWARNER

Washington, D. O.

DeAr Sir: I have the honor to inform you that the following reso-
lution has been introduced into and adotpted by the Missouri senate
and concurred in by the Missourl house of representatives:

“ Joint resolution of the two houses of the general assembly of the
ftate of Missourli memorializing Congress to authorize the United
States Pension Bureau to accept the length of service of certain
troops, known as the ‘ Misso Home Guards,’ as shown by the
muster rolls in the office of the adjutantfenml of Missouri instead
of u];e service as shown by the report of the Hawkins-Taylor Com-
mission,

* Whereas Gen. Nathaniel Lyon and his sueccessor, Gen. John C. Fre-
mont, acting under authority of a letter dated June 13, 1861, from the
then Becretary of War Simon Cameron, granted to certain persons
the right to organize regiments, batmlloma and independent companies
of troops, known as the ‘ Missouri Home Guards;’' and

“ Whereas it was through the loyalty and service of the Missourl
Home Guards that this fair State was saved to the Union; and

“ Whereas the Hawkins-Taylor Commission was appointed by the
President In accordance with a joint resolution by the Benate and
House of Representatives of the United States of America in Congress
assembled, agproved July 12, 1862, and revised by the joint resolution,
approved February lg, 863, reported on the time of °actual military
service of Missourli Home Guards in the field, as distinguished from
services in orﬁmng, ~‘.1rilliglgé recruiting, and In eamp ;' and

“ Whereas report of gaid Hawkins-Taylor Commission in a
number of cases shows a less number of of service than is shown
‘bg the muster rolls in the office of the tant-general of Missouri,
thereby making it impossible for many deserving and truly worthy sol-
diers to obtain pensions; and

“ Whereas these tmRE were of great service to the Union cause
and exhibited much g try when brought into contact with the
enemy, were organized for continuous service, and should have credit
for the time from ent to disbandment: Therefore be it

“Resolved by the senatec and house o!: r entatives of Missouri in
glcnﬂ assembly convened, That our rs and Representatives in

ngress be requested to take such steps as may be necessary to have
the Pension Bureau act:ﬁpt the muster rolls in the office of the adjutant-

eral iof Missourl Home Guards in lleu of the Hawkins-Taylor
ommission.

“Resolved, That a copy of these resolutio duly aunthenticated, be
forwarded by the secretary of state to each of our Senators and Rep-
resentatives at Washington, D. C.”

Given under my hand and the great seal of the State of Missourl
this 27th day of April, A. D. 1909.

Res ¥ submitted.

[BEAL.] CORNELIUS RoACH,

Beoretary of Ktate.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE presented petitions of sundry citizens of
Tavera, Hewitt, Amherst, Potosi, Marshfield, Oconto, Greenleaf,
Antigo, Osseo, Barton, and Excelsior, all in the State of Wis-
consin, praying for a reduction of the duty on raw and refined
sugars, which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Milwaukee
and Stanley, Wis., praying for the repeal of the duty on hides,
which were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. GAMBLE presented petitions of E. Hunter and sundry
other citizens of Wessington Springs, 8. Dak., praying for a
reduction of the duty on raw and refined sugars, which were
ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. CURTIS. I present a memorial adopted at a meeting of
the Independent Oil Producers and Refiners, held in the city of
Washington, April 21, 1909, I ask that it lie on the table and
be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the memorial was ordered to lie on
the table, and to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Memorial adopted by the meeting of Independent 0Oil Producers and
ers at Washington, D. C., April 21, 1909.

To the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled:

Be it remembered that we, the undersigned representatives of the
independent ag:‘m‘.lt:u:e:‘s; and refiners of petrolenm and its products this
day assembled, do most respectfully represent to your honorable bodies
the following facts and conclusions, and thereby show the necessi
for your action, and most respectfully request that by p r enact-
ment you Im upen the importation of crude petroleum and products

reof an ad valorem duty not less than 50 per cent.

The facts showing the uecessitiv for such a duty as adequnate protee-
tion to the continuance and maintenance of the present interests in
the production, refining, and marketing of petrolenm and its products
in the United States America are as follows:

The production of crude petroleum in the United States amounts to
600,000 barrels per day, valued at $400,000, a yearly addition to the
wealth of this country of $146,000,000. Five hundred thousand men
are en in this lndmm?. representing a population of 2 500,000,
The Dingley law, now in effect, provides a countervailing dui:y. The
duty imposed on our exports are as follows:

Crude, Refined,
Oowntry. per gallon. | per gallon.
Cents Oents.
T T U e e e e i e e A et e 4.967 14.36
ey Al e G e el L il e e 7
Roumanisa 1.14 2.84
Burma (India).._... —— 1.68 1.66
= .| 2.816 16.595
Mexico. 4.86 13.27
T O e ML Free. 2.083
Java (Duteh East Indies) ? .87
Japan ¥ 4.785

¢ 5.10 per cent ad valorem.
b 20 per cent ad valorem plus 20 per cent for sundries.

The ne bill recently passed by the House of Representatives
removes all duty.

Recent developments in Mexico reported from governmental as well
as private investigation point to this Republic as having the largest
production of petroleum in the world. BSuorface indications are found
on both coasts. Millions of acres have been secured by large syndl-
cates of capital on the eastern coast from the northern border to
Yucatan for immediate dﬂelonment. Her dally Xroductlon is now
10,000 barrels, and her possibilities unmeasured. phenomenal well
near Tampico, known as * Dos Bocas,” is estimated to have produced
10,000, barrels, all of which has been destroyed by fire. This Is
but an indication of what may be developed at almost any point.
Both high and low grades of oil are produced. Three large neries
belon to the Waters-Pierce 0il Company are located at Mexico
City, Vera Cruz, and Tampico; and a larger one at Minatitlan, near
Coatzacoalcos, by an English syndicate controlled by Pearson & Son.
The latter have contracted for production at 10 cents a barrel at the

The production lies coastwise and near tide water. Trans-
portation by tank steamers is one of the cheapest methods of trans-
pertation, and these Mexican cities lie as near the Atlantic coast
cities as Port Arthur, Tex., through which the Mid-Continent field
conveys its oll to seaboard and abroad.

The possibilities of Mexico in the production of petroleum menaces
the life of the older and settled production of the United States whose

flelds are all interior at a distance of from 400 to 500 miles from
seaboard L

Monopoly controls both the price of production and consumption
within the States and in the markets of the world. This monopoly can
avail itself of the Mexican situation and destroy what competition has
been able to survive in our domestic markets. It is impossible for

roducers and refiners to participate in the advantages
presented in Mexi

co.

The loss from shutting down unprofitable production in the United
States will fall upon the independent producers who own S0 per cent
of such production. The discontinuanece of produetion in the devel-
oped fields of the States will necessarily destroy all independent refin-
ing interests. The Standard can still oﬁemte its refineries and -mar-
keting equipment by importing the cheap Mexican crude, by transferring
the same through its pipe lines which connect the seaboard with interior
points. It has refineries located at New York Harbor, Baltimore, Phila-
delphia, Pitubnrg. Franklin, Olean, Rochester, Buffalo, Cleveland, Lima,
Parkersburg, Whiting, East Alton, Sugar Creek, Neodesha, Corsicana,
Port Arthur, and on the Pacific coast; a system of pipe lines connect-
mgnn.ll these refineries except Corsicana and Port Arthur amd the
refineries on the Pacific coast with each other.

Profits of the Standard Oil Company from 1882 to 1906 are shown
in testimony in the recent action of the Government mfs.lnst them to
be $838,783,783.10, $348,102,078.31 being earned in the last five years.
It is established in testimony that in all territory where it has no com-
petition its prices are excessively Mfgh' With the advantage to he
galned from the Mexican field free of duty, its monopoly of domestic
markets could be completed.

A duty of 50 per cent ad valorem will not prohibit the importation
of erude from Mexico, but will be sufficient to sustain domestic competi-
tion and keep alive the large amount of property in the hands of in-
dependent investors, producers, and manufacturers, and thereby sustain
what competition still exists, and will add mnteria‘lly to the revenue of
the Government, and that without burden upon the people.

The Pearson syndicate have contracted Mexican lproductlon at 10
cents at the wells. Twenty cents at seaboard would therefore be a
maximum price for Mexican production. A duty of 50 per cent would
make the cost of Mexican crude only 30 cents a barrel.

The cost of Mid-Continent crude at the wells is 41 cents a barrel.
The cost of transporting it to Port Arthur, its point of export, is 54
cents, making the cost at t?oln(; of export 95 cents per tmrre!l:’

The cost of transportation from Port Arthur or the Mexican ports
to New York is the same, giving Mexico an advantage in the harbor
of New York of 65 cents n 1, while Pennsylvania ofl delivered at
seaboard commands a price of sz.ba a barrel.
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The Standard Oll Company In the past has delibemtelf sought to
monogol.lxe the petrolenm interests, not by producing, leaving the bur-
den of chance upon individoal interests, but by buying established refin-
ing and merchandising interests to the extent of over 200 in the past,
and at one time having reduced the number of competitive refineries to
less than 10.

Under the recent enactments of Congress—the Elkins law, the antl-
trust law, and the interstate-commerce law—Iindependent competition
has Increased, and if protected and kept alive will continue to increase,
extending advantage to the consuminﬁ %uhllc in nearly all the States
similar to that now enjoyed in suc tates as Ohlo, Pen:sylvania,
Kansas, and Oklahoma.
~ Posslibility of production exists in nearly all the States of the Union
but no encouragement for further development will be found agains
the enormous Poss!.bllitles of Mexico without adequate protection. And
it will be entirely sufficient if the duty asked Is limited to the crude
produced upon the American Continent, as the matter of duty agalnst
oll-producing countries across the sea has heretofore been and is now
a matter of indifference to American producers and refiners.

No Senator or Member of Congress should be deceived with the idea
that the importation of cheap Mexican erude would unltimately decrease
the price to the consuming public in the States. The Standard mo-
nopoly only are in position to bring the Mexican product into the
U:R?ed States, to mingle it with the better qiuallt? of crudes produced
in the States, to transport it cheaply to the interior, to refine and dis-

se of it after it is imported ; while the cost of production, transporta-

fon, manufacturing, and distributing would be less to them than pos-
gible to anyone else owing to the facilities they have of tank steamers
and pi{re lines for transportation, refineries located at various points
in the interlor for manufacture, and thelr complete avenues of distribu-
tion. Experience has shown that when such advantages are in the
hands of monopoly their products are no longer cheap to the people.
They have been charged with being a system that takes the last dollar.
Investigations of the Government have shown that to be true., The
Commissioner of Corporations, in his report on the petroleum industry,
part 2, page 669, says:

““The conclusion is therefore irresistible that the real source of the
Standard’s power is not superior efficiency, but unfair and illegitimate
practices. he Standard has failed to give the public any of the advan-
tage of such superior efficlency as it does possess, but, on the con-
trary, by unfair methods, it has been able to extort profits over and
above all the savings due to its efficiency.”

It must not be forfotten that owing to the high cost of production
in all of the fields of the States as compared with the production in
Mexico the introduction of large quantities of Mexican crude wonld
close down and destroy the productive fields of this country; that
the Standard are interested in such production to only a small per cent
of their values, and would therefore not be materially affected by the
shrink and destruction of American production; that, on the other

d, the value of their refineries, pl?e ines, tank steamers, tank cars,
tank stations, and tank wagons would be of egual utility and, conse-
uently, of unimpaired value to them, whether mnnln% the oils of the

alachian, Illinois, or Mid-Continent fields, or the flelds of Mexico,
w {’le the immediate and direct result of a suspension of production
in the States would be to close every independent refinery and render
their entire investments valueless.

It is this condition that joins the protest of producers and refiners
in this memorial to your honorable bodies; and it is for this reason that
individually and collectively we are petitioning you to give us rellef by
fixing a duty of not less than 50 per cent ad valorem. Such a duty
will necessarily be a basis of revenue to the Government, will be the
means of sustaining the onlsﬁho of lower prices by mdefendent com-
petition, will be a partial eld against the establishment of absolute
monopoly of the oil business by the Standard Oil Company within our

tates.
Respectfully submitted.
o )'r].‘homas W._Phillips, Newcastle, Pa., independent pro-
ducer ; Joseph A. Scofield, Warren, Pa., inde ent
glroducer and refiner; T. B. Westgate, Titusville, Pa.,
dependent producer and refiner, director of Pure
0il Company; C. D. Chamberlain, Cleveland, Ohlo,
gecretary National Petroleum Association, represent-
100 different independent refiners and manufac-
turers of oll; Lewls Kmery, jr., Bradford, Pa., pro-
ducer and refiner, represent! nbs 600 miles of pipe Ifuea
of his own in the fields; J. S, Scully, Pittsburg, Pa.,
independent producer; Thomas Gartland, Parkers-
burg, . Va., pendent producer; George W.
Barnes, Muskogee, Okla., independent producer, mem-
ber of committee from the Midcontinent Oil and Gas
Producers' Assoclation of Oklahoma, producer of oil
and shgper of oll, representing personally 300 oil
wells ; Howard A. Foreman, Buffalo, N. Y., independ-
ent producer, vice-president and manager of the
Eastern 0il Cr.nmmni. producing in West Virginia,
Ohio, Pennsylvan linois, and Oklahoma ; 1\3’ R.
Tulloss, Haymarket, Va., independent oil producer :
0. C. Hutel inson, Haymarket, Va., independent oil
producer; J. H. McEwen, Wellsville, Y., vice-
grealdent of the Independent Refinery and a pro-
ucer; George Forbes, Olean, N. Y., independent pro-
ducer, Indiana, Oklahoma, and Pennsylvania; ., A.
Farnum, Wellsville, N. Y., independent producer, pro-
ducing in New York and Oklahoma; Jerome B.
Fischer, Jamestown, N. Y., independent producer
and representi independent ucers in Pennsyl-
vania, West Virginia, Ohio, and Illinois ; M. McCormick,
Nowata, Okla.. independent producer of Oklahoma,
representing the Midcontinent Oil and Gas Pro-
ducers’ Associatlon; George White, Marletta, Ohio,
independent Jprodueer. representing southeastern Ohio
producers; Justin Bradley, Bolivar, N. Y., independ-
ent producer; George Bradley, Bolivar, N. Y., inde-
ndent producer of New York, Pennsylvania, and
klahoma ; A. J. Hastings, Olean, N. Y., independent
producer and representing independent producers op-
erating in New York, est Virginia, Ohio, Illinols,
and Oklahoma ; W. R. Page, Olean, N. Y., independent
roducer ; M. G. Fitzpatrick, Olean, N. Y., represent-
ng Norfolk 0Oil Company, independent producers
operating in Ohio, Indiana, and Oklahoma; A. C.
awkins, Bradford, Pa., independent producer, Penn-
sylvania, West Virginia, and Illinois; J. W. Hamp-

gher, Bolivar, N. Y., independent producer of New
York, Pennayimnla, and director of independent re-
H finery; W. R. Truby, Pittsburg, Pa., dependent
roducer in Pennsylvania, Virginia, and Illinois;
1 . F. Guffey, Pittsburg, Pa., independent producer,
Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and Illinois; Benjamin
E. Phillips, Butler, Pa., independent producer; John
A. Bell, Pittshurg, Pa., Independent producer in
Illinois, Oklahoma, and Pennsylvania; E. H. Jen-

", nlnﬁs, Pittsburg, Pa., independent producer in all
produci

ng States and director of the Pure Oll Com-
. H. Mauris, Tulsa, Okla., independent pro-
in Pennsylvania, Illinois, and Oklahoma, rep-
! resentative of the Midcontinent Oil and Gas Pro-
} ducers’ Assoclation; J. P. Herrick, Bolivar, N. Y,
independent producer in Pennsylvania, New York,

and director independent refinery and independent

4 glpe line; H. W, Moore, Pittsburg, Pa., representing
‘ederal Oll and Gas Company o Oklahoma and in-

3 dependent producers of Pennsylvania; George 8.
i Davison, Beaumont, Tex., representing the Gypsy
Oll Company, independent producer in Oklahoma,
J. M. Guffey Petrolenm Company, independent pro-
of Louisiana,
sine Company,
Refining Company of Texas, independent refiner ;
. Fancher, Bartlesville, Okla., independent pro-
ducer in Oklahoma, Illinois, Indiana, and Pennsyl-

vania, and one of the representatives of the MAid-

continent Oil and Gas Producers’ Assoclation; Frank-

lin D. Locke, Buffalo, N. Y., representing the Eastern

1 0il Conﬂmny of Buffalo, N. Y., operating in all the
\ fields ; H. W. Kiskaddon, Pittsburg, Pa., independent
Brc-ﬁucer in Pennsylvania, representing the Crown

etroleum Company, Independent Tradesmen Oil Com-

any, and independent interests in Oklahoma; C. A.

olton, Beaver, Pa., representing Kelly Brothers and

Kepper, 1nde§ndent operators; Charles ¥. Baker,

- Washington, ., Independent producer; W. W. Tar-
b bell, Philadelphia, Pa., treasurer Pure Oil Company,
f representing the Pure Oil Company and its subsidiary
companies, consisting of the Quaker Oll and Gas Com-

pa.n{) of Oklahoma, the Pure Oil Producing Company

of Pennsylvania and West Virginia, the Pure Oil

Operating Company of Illinois, the Producers’ and

Refiners’ Oil Company (Limited), the United States

Pipe Line Company, the Pure Company Pipe

Line Comfany. pipe-line systems from the eastern

oil fields to the seaboard at Marcus Hook, Pa., to-

ﬁether with refineries, bulk tank steamers, and mar-

eting o izations, domestic and foreifn; J. €.

Trees, Caddo, La., Iar%e producer in Louisiana and

representi the Louislana producers; J. K. Tener,

Charlerol, Pa., Member of Congress from I’ennsyl-

vania; E. V. Vreeland, Salamanca, N. Y., Member

of Congress from New York; George C. Sturgiss,

Member of Congress from West Virginia; H. B. Mar-

tin, Pennsyl a, independent ucer, independent

oil-well tool mmnfnctuﬂnf; . E. Ryan, Washing-

ton, D. C., geologist, examining in the prospective oll

flelds of Virginia; Vietor Speer, Buffalo, N. Y., in-

dependent producer representing eastern oll com-

fes; N. V. V. nchot, Olean, N. Y., former

president, now chairman, of the Washington com-

mittee of the Midcontinent OIl and Gas Producers’

Assoclation of Oklahoma and Kansas, the association

representing 873 ‘per cent of the independent pro-

ducing Interests of those two States; J. Graham,

Los Angeles, Cal., independent producer; C. P. Craig,

8t. Marys, W. Va., independent producer, represent-

ing mdeﬁndent producers ; W. 8. Allen, Parkersburg,

W. Va., independent producer ; H. C. Woodyard, Mem-

ber of Congress from West Virginia; Jos. Williams,

ducer in Texas, Gulf Refining Compan;
independent in Loulsiana, Gulf Pipe
Enl

t. Marys, W. Va., independent producer; L
Stewart, California, president Unign 0il Com;{aur:l‘;n:
I. K. Hyde, New Jersey, vice-president Pure Oil

-
Company ; W. W. Dashiel, New York,
York Lubricating Oll Company; W.
Lima, Ohio, independent producer; L. G. Neely, Ohio,
independent producer; L. Levick, Crew-Levick Com-

ny, Philadelphia, independent refiner; H. R. Worth-
ngton, Union Petroleum Company, Philadelphia, in-
dependent refiner; W. N. Fehsenfeld, Baltimore, Md.,
gresldent Bed *“C™ Oll Manufacturing Company, in-
ependent refiner; C. B. Dallam, Baltimore, Ad.,
president Pittsburg Oil Refining Company, independ-
ent refiner; Frank B. Tetter, Cleveland, Ohlo, secre-
tary National lleﬂnLnf Company, independent re-
finer; B. O. Emerson, jr. Telasutt, Pa., independent
roducer ; George Canfield, Cleveland, Ohio, president

nfield Oll Company, independent refiner: A. P.
McBride, Independence, Kans., independent producer :
Doctor Rood, Bartlesville, Okla., independent pro-
ducer; Homer Preston, Bartlesville, Okla., independ-
ent producer.

WasHINGgTON, D. C., Arpil 21, 1909.
BILLS INTRODUCED,

Bills were introduced, read the first time and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. BURKETT :

A bill (8. 2180) to amend sections 1, 2, and 3 of chapter 3298,
Thirty-fourth United States Statutes at Large, with reference to
the drainage of certain Indian lands in Richardson County,
Nebr.; to the Committee on Indian Afalrs.

A bill (8. 2181) granting an increase of pension to John Ross-
work (with the accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 2182) granting a pension to Catherine Kelly (with
the accompanying papers) ;

resfdent New
. Parmenter,
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A bill (8. 2183) granting an increase of pension to Maria
Van Kleek;
=l A:tblll (8. 2184) granting an increase of pension to George W.
ation ;
Akblll (8. 2185) granting an increase of pension to Mary J.

& bill (8. 2186) granting an increase of pension to John P.
er;

A bill (8. 2187) granting an inerease of pension to Milton I.
Woodard ; -

A bill (8. 2188) granting a pension to Lydia A. Holmes; and

A bill (8. 2189) granting an increase of pension to Thomas
A. Peironet; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. SHIVELY :

A bill (8. 2190) granting a pension to Libbie Gift;

BA })II} (8. 2191) granting an increase of pension to Simon
urris;

S A tl)iilu (8. 2192) granting an increase of pension to Joshua F.
purlin ;

A bill (8. 2183) granting an increase of pension to John W.
Edwards; and

A bill (8. 2194) granting an increase of pension to Daniel
Dempsey ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BRISTOW :

A bill (8. 2195) to provide for the enlargement of the fed-
eral building at Salina, Kans.; to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

A bill (8. 2196) to remove the charge of desertion against
George W. Collins, alias George C. Jones; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

A bill (8. 2197) granting an increase of pension to George
golt (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pen-

ons.

By Mr. BROWN:

A bill (8. 2198) to remove the charge of desertion from the
military record of Samuel Goozee (with the accompanying
paper) ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. PILES:

A bill (8. 2199) granting an increase of pension to Elwood D.
Harold (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. LODGE:

A bill (8. 2200) to refund internal-revenue taxes paid by
owners of private dies; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr, WARNER :

A bill (8. 2201) for the relief of John R. Adams;

A bill (8. 2202) for the relief of John P. Bell, treasurer of
State Hospital No. 1, of Fulton, Mo.;

A bill (8. 2203) to carry into effect the findings of the Court
of Claims in the matter of the claim of Nannie H. Cogswell and
others;

A bill (8. 2204) for the relief of Joseph Hemmerback; and

A bill (8. 2205) for the relief of William McDanlel; to the
Committee on Claims,

A bill (8. 2206) to provide for the purchase of a site and the
erection of a public building thereon at Chillicothe, in the State
of Missouri;

A bill (8. 2207) to provide for the purchase of a site and the
erection of a publie building thereon at Aurora, in the State of
Missouri;

A bill (8. 2208) to provide for the purchase of a site and the
erection of a public building thereon at Brookfield, in the State
of Missouri;

A bill (8. 2209) to provide for the purchase of a site and the
erection of a public building thereon at Trenton, in the State of
Missouri; and

A bill (8. 2210) providing for the establishment of a public
park in the District of Columbia; to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

A bill (S, 2211) to remove the charge of desertion from the
military record of John Ziegler;

A bill (8. 2212) for the relief of John O’Connor;

A bill (8. 2213) for the relief of John N. Neal;

A bill (8. 2214) for the relief of Charles W. Howard; and

A bill (8. 2215) to ehange the date of commission of Col.
John L. Chamberlain, Inspector-General, United States Army;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

A bill (8. 2216) granting a pension to William YWhisler;

A Dbill (8. 2217) granting an increase of pension to James W.

Coker;

A bill (B. 2218) granting an increase of pension to Pete T.
Murphy ;

A bill (8. 2219) granting an increase of pension to Archibald
T. Stewart;

A bill (8. 2220) granting an increase of pension to N. B.
A bill (8. 2221) granting a pension to Robert D. Walkinshaw;
A bill (8. 2222) granting an increase of pension to Nathaniel

E. Murphy;

A bill (8. 2223) granting an increase of pension to Archibald
Goodwin ;

A bill (8. 2224) granting an increase of pension to William A,
Graham ;

MABbill '(8. 2225) granting an increase of pension to Theodore
. Burge;
L‘:kbm (8. 2226) granting an increase of pension to Christine
usk ;
WAttbul (8. 2227) granting an increase of pension to Sophrona
ates;
sébnl (8. 2228) granting an increase of pension to Thomas M.
£E83
A bill (8. 2229) granting a pension to Jacob Scott;
A bill (8. 2230) granting an increase of pension to Eli Fish;
A bill (8. 2231) granting an increase of pension to Peter A.
Teachout ;
P%hﬂl (8. 2232) granting an increase of pension to Willlam
« DITOWN
A bill (8. 2233) granting an increase of pension to Josiah
Tilton; .
A bill (8. 2234) granting an increase of pension to Richard
H. L. Crumbauogh;
A Dbill (8. 2235) granting an increase of pension to Richard

E. Lewis; 5

A bill (8. 2236) granting an increase of pension to Lucien W.
Dunnington ;

A bill (8. 2237) granting an increase of pension to Amanda J.

A bill (S’. 2238) granting a pension to George Patterson;

A bill (8, 2239) granting an increase of pension to Philip C.
Cooter;

A bill (8. 2240) granting an increase of pension to William
P. Sparks;

A bill (8. 2241) granting an increase of pension to Joshua
Oldfield ;

A bill (S. 2242) granting an increase of pension to Samuel
Owings;

A bill (B. 2243) granting an increase of pension to John H.
Ormsby ; .
mA.e]bm (8. 2244) granting an increase of pension to Kate

kel ;

A bill (8. 2245) granting an increase of pension to Adam
Herzinger;

A bill (8. 2246) granting an increase of pension to John
Noble;

A bill (8. 2247) granting a pension to Jared E. Smith;

A bill (8. 2248) granting an increase of pension to Louise B.
Angle;

A bill (8. 2249) granting an increase of pension to Agnes
Hanson ;

A bill (8. 2250) granting a pension to James C. Tryon;

A bill (8. 2251) granting an increase of pension to Isaac C.
Temple;

A bill (S. 2252) granting an increase of pension to Michael
Welsh ;

A bill (8. 2253) granting an increase of pension to Marquis
A. Dowd;

A bill (8. 2254) granting an increase of pension to John
Schenk ; 3

A bill (8. 2255) granting a pension to Joe B. Daniel;

A bill (8. 2256) granting a pension to William 8. Judkins;

A bill (8. 2257) granting a pension to George B. Suttee;

A hﬂ;ngs. 2258) granting an increase of pension to Johm A.
Pond ; -

A bill (8. 2259) granting an increase of pension to John H.
Estes: to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. PERKINS:

A bill (8. 2260) granting an increase of pension to Margaret
J. Harvey (with the accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on
Pensions.

AMENDMENTS TO THE TARIFF BILL.

Mr. GAMBLE submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 1438) to provide revenue, equal-
ize duties, and encourage the industries of the United States,
and for other purposes, which was ordered to lie on the table and
be printed.

Mr. BURKETT submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill (H. R, 1438) to provide revenue,
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equalize dutles, and encourage the industries of the United
States, and for other purposes, which was ordered to lie on the
table and be printed.

RAILROAD BATES IN MISSOURI, ETC.

Mr. WARNER. I submit a resolution and ask that it be read.

Mr. HALE. The resolution seems to be guite lengthy. Will
it not suit the Senator’s purpose if it is printed in the RECORD,
instead of being read?

Mr. WARNER. I will say to the Senator from Maine that
there are exhibits and evidence submitted with the resclution.
The resolution comprises about a page and a half.

Mr. HALE. The reading will not include the exhibits?

Mr., WARNER. I do not ask that those be read.

: ghe VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the reso-
ution.

The Secretary read the resolution (8. Res. 41), as follows:

Senate resolution 41.

Whereas under the Provlsions of the laws of the United States,
it is the duty of raliroads engaged in interstate trafic to carry
freight and passengers at falr, reasonable, and equal rates, and not to
charge or impose upon passengers or shippers of freight charges in ex-
cess of amounts sufficient to give to sald railroad companies a reasom-
able return upon the value of their investments, after the payment of
operating exgenses and the cost of replacement and repair; and

Whereas 18 railroads, including a number of the leadinf trunk lines
of the countrg'. have been recently engaeged in litigation with the State
of Missouri, for the reasons, as claimed in said suits, that said laws
are In violation of the fourteenth amendment to the Federal Constitu-
tion in that the rates thereby established do not give to said railroads a
reasonable return upon the value of their property used in the conduct
of such traffic; and

Whereas from the figures submitted by sald rallroads in said litlza-
tlon, a copy of which is attached to this resolution, it is alleged that
said railroads are charging, exacting, and receiving In thelr interstate
traffic in the State of Missourl rates unfairly and unreasonnbly high
and more than sufficient in amount to give to said rallroads a reason-
able return upon the value of their property used In sald interstate
tramtc. after paying operating expenses and cost of repair and replace-
men

; an
Whereas said rates, it is claimed, are being charged and exacted by
gaid railroad companies in violation of the laws of the United States:
Therefore be it

Resalved, That the Interstate Commerce Commission be instructed
to institute an investigation as to the reasonableness of the rates now
being charged by the railroads engapged in Interstate traffic in the State
of Missourl and in the Btates contiguous thereto, for the purpose of
making such orders as saild commission may deem to be right and proper
in reference to sald rates.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I apprehend that there will
be no objection to the resolution, and I ask for its present con-
sideration.

Alr. CULBERSON. Unfortunately, I did not hear the reso-
lution read, and in order that I may examine it, I object to its
present consideration.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The resolution will lie over until
to-morrow.

FLAX AND HEMP,

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I desire to announce that,
with the permission of the Senate, on Tuesday next, after the
routine morning business, I shall submit some remarks on the
flax and hemp schedule.

COMMITTEE SERVICE.

Mr. BANKHEAD was, on his own motion, excused from further
gervice upon the Committee on Indian Affairs.

On motion of Mr. CuLBersoN, and by unanimous consent,
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN was assigned to service upon the Committee
on Indian Affairs in the place of Mr. BANKHEAD, excused.

R. DE VYALLE ZENO.

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following
message from the President of the United States (8. Doec. No.
27), which was read and, with the accompanying paper, re-
ferred to the Committee on Pacific Islands and Porto Rico and
ordered to be printed.

To the Senate and House of Representatives:

In accordance with section 32 of an act of Congress entitled
“An act temporarily to provide revenues and a civil govern-
ment for Porto Rico, and for other purposes,” approved April
12, 1900 (31 Stat., 77), I have the honor to transmit herewith
for the consideration of the Congress certified copy of a fran-
chise granted by the executive council of Porto Rico, April 8,
1909, entitled “An ordinance granting to R. de Valle Zeno, his
heirs, successors, and assigns, the right to take and use 3 liters
of water per second for irrigation and domestic purposes from
the brook Guaracanal, in the barrio Cupey, in the municipal dis-
trict of Itio Piedras,” approved April 14, 1909,

WM., H. TAFT.

TaE WaITE Hovuse, April 30, 1509.

THE TARIFF.

Mr. ALDRICH. T ask that House bill 1438 be taken up.

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the

Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 1438) to |

provide revenue, equalize duties, and encourage the industries
of the United States, and for other purposes.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, others have discussed with
great force the pending measure as a whole. Others still will
consider it in more or less detail. I only ask the indulgence
of the Senate to, as briefly as possible, offer some views which
seem to me ought to be urged and carefully considered in con-
nection with a few of the subjects embraced in this measure, and
what I desire to say is suggestive rather than exhaustive. It
would, perbaps, save time to present the matters now rather
than separately, as they are reached, when the various items
are taken up.

It is of but little moment that we get our word “ tariff,” per-
sonifying the raising of revenue by laying charges upon im-
portation of goods, from the word *“ tendriff,” describing the
taxing of ships 10 per cent by the pirates of Venice, who had
their beadquarters at a place so designated on the coast of
Africa.

GENERAL PRINCIPLES.

It is doubtless true that “the tariff” presents a moral issue
as well as a governmental subject. Likewise, generally speak-
ing, that when we impose a duty on the importation of mer-
chandise, we thereby tax all consumers of such merchandise,
to the distinet benefit of only those as to whom competition has
thereby been diminished or shut off, and that this tax is unjust
unless it is imposed for the sole purpose of raising money for
the support of the Government, protection being merely ineci-
dental. It seems to me unanswerable that the Government
ought not, and indeed has no constitutional warrant, to tax the
people beyond what is necessary to raise revenue required in
its economical administration and for governmental purposes.

Contending for this as a prineiple, and an important one, we
must admit that revenues must be raised, and it may be doubted
if the American people would willingly submit to direct taxa-
tion, or what is cnlled “ direct taxation,” sufficient for that pur-

se, The prineciple mentioned was in view in 1789, when our
first tariff law was passed. The law was justified then, and
so was each succeeding act until 1816, which followed the war
of 1812.

We began tariff legislation on this principle. It is not profit-
able to trace what you are familiar with, the history of that
legislation to the present. If the idea and the principle be kept
ever in view, that the tariff should be imposed for the purpose of
raising revenue, there remains the obligation of distributing the
duties on imports among the industries of the country, so as to
equalize as nearly as possible the benefits as well as the burdens.
Until new sources of revenue are studied out, and this is a
problem calling for the wisest statesmanship and fullest patriot-
ism, we must depend largely on the tariff. It is likely that no
scheme or device for taxation will ever meet with universal
favor.

RAISING REVEXNUE.

Keeping these matters in mind, I am persuaded that I am
justified in suggesting to the Senate to retain the duties on
lumber, as provided in the Dingley Act, and impose the duty
now asked on long-staple cotton and regarding the other mat-
ters I will mention. It is not a question of excluding or pre-
venting competition. The question of aiding or promoting a
trust to prey upon the people does not arise. The question
presented is one of raising revenue needed for governmental
purposes. Involved is the question of equalizing, distributing
its advantages and disadvantages alike to important indus-
tries, even though it appears this extends to a portion of the
country where alone one of these industries exists and the
other to a greater extent than in any other portion of the
country, and a portion which for many years has paid the
tax without receiving a corresponding advantage, but in cases
where the tariff asked for will greatly increase the revenues of
the country. Import duties should be fairly laid, without dis-
crimination. I would not favor, much less suggest, a duty on
a single article unless that duty would produce a proper and
reasonable revenue, and I would lay that duty first on luxuries.
I further believe that there should be a gradual reduction,
after equalization, of duties on imports toward a strictly reve-
nue basis. With this conception of the matter, I invite the
consideration of the Senate to the conditions as they exist.

LUMBER.

Without reference to the hard woods or other “ lumber " pro-
ducing timber found in other States, the royal yellow pine is
found almost exclusively in Democratic States.

Is not inconsistency highly developed in a representative from
a Republican State, by way of illustration, a Republican, in
favor of highest protection as a principle, wedded to it as a
policy, insisting on it for the good of the country in all other
cases, who, in the same breath, advocates putting lumber on the
free list?
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Speaking broadly, what is your estimate of a neighbor who
would require you to pay a part of his taxes, but did not pro-
pose to share in yours?

How would you prize the citizen who insists upon all laws
that would benefit him or his community and opposes all that
would benefit other people or other communities?

How do you consider the statesmen who, having a vote on
the tariff bill, would protect all the industries his constituents
are concerned in and sandbag other large and important indus-
tries in other portions of the country in order that his im-
mediate constituents may profit both ways by getting protection
prices for what they may manufacture and paying free-trade
prices for their supplies?

How do you class the politician who pledges his honor and
his conviction that his party platform is right and the protec-
tive principle correct, and abuses those who express a shade of
difference on the question, and then proceeds to clamor for
cheaper homes for the dear people and the conservation of the
forests by a direct violation of all his principles in the advocacy
of a thrust at one of the greatest industries of the country, in
which millions of capital are invested and hundreds of thou-
sands of employees are engaged, by demanding that lumber be
placed on the free list?

It seems there can be no escape from the conclusion that
such a neighbor has no clear appreciation of the injunction
which has come down through the ages; that such a citizen is
worse than “ undesirable,” he approaches a menace; such a poli-
tician is perilously near being an enemy of society; such a
statesman would appear to be deficient in a proper conception of
his responsibilities and lacking in breadth of vision and depth of
prineiple. There is no possible way of reconciling his positions.
He subjects himself to a suspicion of being narrow and selfish
to a degree wholly intolerable in a great country of vast re-
sources, innumerable industries, with a Government yet the
wisest devised by man, founded on consent of a people, free,
liberal minded, patriotie, and just in spirit.

We ought not to be relegated to a condition of society de-
geribed in the Book of Judges, when—

There was no king In Israel, and evory man looked out for himself
alone,

Sawed Iumber, dutiable, imported, amounted in value to, in—

1900 $7, 495, 509
1904 8, BTS, 470
1907 -- 186, 225, 350

Total dutiable manufactures of wood imported as follows:

1900 $14, 635, 340
1004 18, 565, 180
1007 31, 576, 545

It will be seen the amount of dutiable lumber imported from
1004 to 1908 nearly doubled under the present law. So, the
present duty does not prohibit importation. Undoubtedly the
revenue derived from the present duty increases, and the present
tariff is, therefore, a revenue tariff, pure and simple. There is
no guess or estimate about the result. We have had actual ex-
perience and have actual knowledge upon which to base this
claim.

In 1905 there were in all parts of the country 19,127 saw and
planing mills in operation, with a capital of $517,224,128, em-
ploying 404,624 wage-earners, and turning out a product valued
at $580,022,690.

In the logging industry, not included in the foregoing, there
were 12,494 establishments, with a capital of $90,454,494, and
employing 146,696 wage-earners, to whom $66,989,795 were paid.

There has been decided increase in the latter and marked in-
crease in the former industry since 1905. The question pre-
sented is, Shall these important industries be turned over to
Canada? I not only dissent, but so important is the matter to
the whole country and so threatening is the situation that I
feel something more than a negative vote and silence is de-
manded.

The best authorities-show that the advance in price claimed is
not chargeable to the duty and that taking off the duty would
not reduce the price. The effect of the proposed change would
be that our Treasury would be deprived of the duties and foreign
exporters would be benefited; and our lumber manufacturers
would be deprived of a market for certain low grades, and they
would lose entirely certain portions of the timber which they are
now able to utilize to their advantage and for which there is
demand.

Logs for boards and pulp are admitted free under existing
law. The notion that placing lumber on the free list would con-
serve the forest is a mistaken one. This has been shown quite

clearly by Mr. Pinchot, who has thoroughly studied the sub-
ject and who may be regarded as high authority. Speaking
from personal knowledge of conditions in Florida—and I am
persuaded that similar conditions exist likewise to a great ex-

tent in South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, and Mississippi, and
perhaps Texas—the pine trees have been boxed for turpentine
purposes.

In the production of naval stores (spirits of turpentine and
rosin), the trees are boxed and scraped for some five years, and
unless they are immediately thereafter cut and sawed by the
mill man they are subject to destruction in several ways. First,
the forest fires, which there appears no way of preventing,
sweep over them and ignite the boxes and blazes and destroy
or greatly injure the trees; second, the trees being weakened
by the boxes are more liable to be blown down by high winds
or storms; third, worms or borers often do deadly work after
the trees are boxed. So that these trees must be utilized for
sawmill purposes at once, tariff or no tariff. They can not be
allowed to stand for a future day; they must be cut and taken
to the mill now or never. That these forests would be saved,
that the timber would be cut in less guantity if lumber is put
on the free list or the duty is made lower is utterly without
foundation in the very nature of things, so far, at least, as the
naval-stores belt is concerned. The effect of such a reduction
would be that a good portion of the trees from which low-grade
lumber is made would be left in the woods because Canada will
supply the markets heretofore shared. In a general way, here
is an industry having existence in almost every State and Terri-
tory, its magnitude can not be questioned, it is entitled to con-
sideration on broad, unselfish grounds. In the 168 Southern
States there are 257,700,000 acres of forests, almost one-half
the total forest area of the United States. These States yield
more than one-half of the lumber production of the entire country.
Of the total yield of 1907, yellow pine took first rank among all
the species, giving 32.8 per cent of the total. Douglas fir
ranked second, white pine third, and white oak fourth, and
hemlock fifth, then came spruoce and western pine. These seven
woods yielded thirty-two and one-half billion feet of lumber in
1907, or four-fifths of the entire cut.

Yellow pine is found almost wholly in the Southern States,
and from this we get naval stores. In 1907 there were 8,384
mills cutting yellow pine, and the quantity cut was 13,215,185,000
feet, valued at $185,319,505. The value differed from the lowest
average value of $11.72 per thousand feet in Missouri to the
highest average value of $14.98 per thousand feet in Florida.
That cut in Missouri is shortleaf pine, which has a home mar-
ket, while the yellow pine manufactured in Florida is longleaf
pine, and a considerable proportion is exported.

Can there be any moral or other reason justifying a tariff on
wool and woolens ranging from 40 to 120 per cent, or on steel
ranging from 20 to 120 per cent, which would apply to and har-
monize with a reduction of the duties on lumber, which range
from 6 to 20 per cent?

To illustrate, the actual cost to manufacture a thousand feet
of lumber (finished) is about $10. It costs about one-half this
to produce a ton of steel, yet the tariff protection on a ton of
steel is to be more than double what it is proposed to make it
on a thousand feet of lumber. The Southern States produced
in 1906 and 1907 about 45 per cent of the lumber cut of the
United States. The value of the total forest products of these
States for either of those years amounted to more than
$350,000,000.

It will be borne in mind that in 1872 a specific tariff was for
the first time placed on lumber. Capnada then placed an export
duty on logs. Under a tacit agreement, it is said, that this
export duty would be abolished, the McKinley tariff, which went
into effect in October, 1800, reduced the duty on white pine
lumber from $2 to $1. This did not affect the shipments of
lumber materially, but the importation of logs from Canada
greatly increased. The Wilson tariff went into effect August
28, 1894, and placed rough lumber and other wood products on
the same basis as logs, to wit, on the free list, and this con-
tinued until the Dingley tariff became a law, July 24, 1597.

By this act the duties of $2 per thousand feet on white pine
and other species of lumber, and of $1 on sycamore, basswood,
and whitewood, originally imposed in 1872, were restored.

The value of manufactured woods imported in 1905 is given
as $22,047,054, as against $9,146,500 in 1871.

The value of boards, planks, deals, and so forth, imported
from Canada in 1905 was $10,714,417, as against $7,8204,163 in
1889.

It is remarkable how distressed Canada is about the destruc-
tion of our forests. The plea is made that the tariff should be
reduced on lumber in the interest of the consumer. Two
things are assumed in this argument: First, that the price of
Inmber would be reduced, which I am persuaded would not fol-
low; second, that the “consumer™ is the builder of houses,
whereas I have no doubt much the largest “ consumers® will
be found to be railroads, shipbuilders, and heavy construction
works,
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If there was any force in the argument, the lumber people
could more reasonably turn their guns on the producers of
actual necessities in the way of foodstuffs and demand, in the
interest of millions of consumers of food in the United States,
that the tariff should be taken off cattle, swine, sheep, corn,
oats, oatmeal, rice, wheat, wheat flour, butter, cheese, beans,
eggs, peas, potatoes, poultry, and other foodstuffs. The farmers
are not to be fooled. In 1907 we exported sawed timber to the
value of $13,101,178, and boards, deals, and planks to the value
of $30,861,352, and joists and scantling to the value of $752,152,
making a total of exports amounting in value to $53,714,682.
Great Britain was our largest buyer. The importations were
000,537.84 feet, valued at $15,604,216.92, the duties on which
amounted to §1,853,158.30.

The value per unit is given at $17.16, and ad valorem $11.88,
Why should we deprive our needing Treasury of this revenue,
nearly $2,000,000 annually? No great burden to consumers can
be shown. So far as Florida is concerned, I know of no trust
and I believe there is the sharpest competition among lumber
people.

The lumber industry has suffered from the recent financial de-
pression in a marked degree. Orders are unsatisfactory, the
prices of supplies are high, and the business is bordering on dis-
aster. Any blow delivered now might mean ruin to many pee-
ple. Some 400 mills in Florida, employing 15,000 workmen,
having a capital invested of millions, all ask for a retention of
the duty provided in the existing law.

I wish to submit some communications, among many received,
from experienced and trustworthy men, thoroughly familiar
with the subject, and resolutions from associations of mill men,
giving expressions which ought not to be ignored, and incorpo-
rate them in my remarks. (See Appendix.)

Those who talk of cheaper homes are willing to strike at lum-
ber, but we hear nothing about reducing the tariff on nails
(p. 53), locks, and hardware generally; on blinds, sash, glass,
weights, piping, gas and electric fixtures, laths, shingles, sheath-
ing paper, roofing felt (sec., 403), tiles, cement, plaster, fire
brick, briek, zine, tin, and various other articles required in
building a dwelling or other structure.

Searcely any material of value used in building is on the
free list. Why single out lumber for one-half reduction when
the Government so greatly needs the revenue? This is not the
kind of reduction that will answer or tend to answer the de-
mand for lower prices for the necessities of life,

The cry is “ more revenue; " the answer by this bill is higher
duties on articles already overprotected, e. g., steel products and
woolens and gloves and manufactures of cotton, where the ex-
cess of tariff duties, over and above what the prineciple of protec-
tion would justify, goes into the pockets of the manufacturers
and not into the Treasury.

The demand is for increase of revenue. The answer by this
hill is reduce the duty on lumber and diminish the revenue and
help Canada; deny any duty on cotton and deprive the Govern-
ment of several millions there and help England; retain the low
rate on pineapples and deprive the Government of several hun-
dred thousand dollars there and help Cuba.

LONG-STAPLE COTTON.

The production of cotton on an important scale began about
1780, when we produced 3,000 bales and the price was 26 cents
per pound. In 1799 we produced 46,000 bales and the price was
44 cents. In 1800 production was 73,000 bales and the price
28 cents. In 1820 the production was over 300,000 bales and
the price 17 cents. In the first fifty years of cotton production
the price kept above 17 cents. From 1840 to 1850 it reached the
low price of 5 cents per pound, and again about ten years ago.
The condition of the grower when such price prevailed was de-
plorable. The introduction of the factory, the utilization of the
seed and by-products, the use of cotton in place of wool and
gilk and hemp in increasing quantities have made the crop to-
day worth more than double what it was ten years ago, and
the increase in the value of the crop in one year, caused by the
presence of factories at the fields, doubtless would more than
pay for all the spindles in operation in the South. Even now
the grower, labor and supplies having gone up, is making no
tremendous profit.

The value of the exports from this erop amounts annually to
$482,000,000. It is said that if Europe had stacked up all the
gold and all the silver mined from the earth for the past
six years and shipped it to the South she would still owe us
$200,000,000 for our raw cotton alone.

The protection given to cotton yarns and cotton cloth may
to some extent help the price of cotton. I question if the
former is benefited thereby materially. There is but little of
the short-staple cotton imported. There is produced in this
country, however, the sea-island or long-staple cotton, which

competes with that grown in the West Indies and in the valley
of the Nile.

On the free list in the pending bill are “cotton and cotton
waste or flocks.” The annual crop of long-staple cotton fluc-
}nﬁtes, but the average production may be fairly estimated as
ollows :

Florida, 81,000 bales; Georgla, 52,000 bales; and South Carolina,
12,000 bales—of about 400 pounds each.

The producing area begins just about Charleston and extends
down the coast to the Georgia line, and then it leaves the coast
and extends south through Georgia into middle Florida.
About one-third of the South Carolina crop gives a staple 2 to
23 inches long, and it is sold generally for export at from 40
to 80 cents per pound. It is the finest staple produced. The
“ Hast Florida” staple is 1% to 2 inches long; the “ Florida”
1§ to 1% inches. The “ Georgia ™ staple is 1§ inches long, but
not so fine as the “ Florida.” Fineness is a factor with the
spinner, and only the superlatively fine fiber brings the fancy
price, Outside the islands of South Carolina the price is
about 20 cents per pound.

The West Indies is the original home of the plant and produces
about 4,000 bales annually. It was in 1786 that the plant was
transplanted on the American continent from the West Indies.
There is produced in the valley of the Nile a cotton which is
capable of competing with our sea-island cotton. This rich
region produces about 1,500,000 bales of 400 pounds each
annually. It is a long-staple, fine-fiber cotton, and about 150,000
bales of it are imported by American mills every year at a
price ranging around 15 cenis per pound. It spins well and
wastes about 8 per cent less in going through the various
processes of preparation for the spindle than does the sea-
island cotton. The Egyptian cotton wastes about 25 per cent,
while the sea-island wastes about 33 per cent. The Egyptian
staple is about 1§ inches long; but is preferred to the American
for some purposes because of less waste and greater strength
and its color.

It seems that while the Egyptian cotton is a near relation of
the sea island, it can not be grown in our country. A duty of
5 cents a pound on the lint cotton would yield a revenue of
$3,000,000—150,000 bales being 60,000,000 pounds.

This cotton is used in the manufacture of mercerized silks and
finer goods of the highest and most expensive class, on which
this bill proposes a duty of 54 per cent, while the total wage
cost is about 20 per cent,

The actual cost of producing the cotton is about $21 per acre,
The average yield is from 100 to 150 pounds of lint to the acre.
The price now is less than 20 cents per pound.

Seventeen counties in Florida are now producing the long.
staple cotton. It can be grown in more than half the counties of
the State. Suitable soil, climate, and conditions exist in Geor-
gia, South Carolina, and Florida, and, to a certain extent and
degree, the Mississippi Delta, to supply the world, and as a
revenue-producing item it would prove one of the best among all
the schedules. It is an important industry. If I employed the
langunage of the authors of this measure, I would say the farm-
ers engaged in it very justly contend that they ovught not to be
forced to abandon it by competition with Egyptian cheap labor
in the fertile Nile region. We pay from $1 to §1.25 per day for
labor which in Egypt ranges about one-tenth that. The land
there is very rich and does not require fertilizing like ours.

‘When we say the couniry needs the revenue which a tariff on
that foreign product would yield, and such a tariff is required
to help egqualize the cost of production abroad with that at
home, there would seem to be sufficient stated to show the pro-
priety and justice of the claim we make from both standpoints.

In the year ending June 30, 1908, cotton was imported into
this couniry free to the amount of 70,984,968 pounds, the value
of which was $14,164,406, at 20 cents per pound. Waste or
flocks imported free amounted to 10,728,268 pounds, valued at
$446,264.14, at 4.2 cents per pound.

Duty should be imposed on all cottdbn imported, so there
could be raised mo guestion regarding proper designation at,
say, b to 8 cents per pound. At 10 cents per pound the importa-
tion last year of cotton, not counting waste or flocks, would
have yielded a revenue of $7,099,496.80.

It appears that our first tariff law provided for a duty of 3
cents per pound on unmanufactured cotton, and this continued
for seventy-five or eighty years. Why it was discontinued I
do not know. Why there should be a duty on raw wool and no
duty on raw cotton I can not guess. Perhaps for the same rea-
son that binding twine is free and cotton bagging and ties are
taxed. ¢

A duty at the old rate of 3 cents per pound would have placed
in the Treasury for the year ending August 31, 1908, $2,152,340,
The total yleld last year was about 87,000 bales of 400 pounds
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each. Thirty-two thousand three hundred and eighty-three
bales were exported in order to make way for the Egyptian
Yanovitch cotton, which directly competes with our long staple.
The quantity imported from Egypt last year is given at 143,490
bales of 500 pounds each, over 71,000,000 pounds, all long staple.
It is cheaper for the mills, somewhat, than the home product,
but the importation would not be stopped by the imposition of
the duty asked. The mills are in a position to force down
the price of the domestic cotton whenever they like, and the
farmer is at their mercy so long as they can lay in a supply
of the foreign product free of duty.

I respectfully submit that in applying the prineiple of pro-
tection fairly, justly, and without discrimination, as well as in
fixing a tariff for the purpose of raising revenue for the opera-
tions of the Government, under both views, there can be no
reasonable objection to a duty on cotton.

England is making tremendous efforts by vast improvements
and developments in the Nile region to monopolize the long-
staple cotton industry of the world. Our growers have, by
unions and asseciations, endeavored to hold and carry their
cotton until the demand would produce better, living prices; but
they are not capitalists, and this is their money crop, and they
are obliged to let it go to meet their necessities.

ANY POLICY SHOULD BE NATIONAL IN SCOPE.

The distinguished chairman of this committee has declared
that every portion of the country will be treated fairly by this
bill, that there shall be no discrimination as to sections or in-
dustries, that its beneficent influence and effects shall extend to
the remotest limits of the couniry, and shall include the worthy
objects of protection wherever found. The friends of the pro-
tective principle claim that in its very nature it is national in
scope, that protection can not be made sectional, that * the
poiicy is bound to be national.”

It is avowedly conceded that the industries of one portion of
the country have the same claims as those of any other portion
upon any policy that may be wise and advantageous.

1f there be a demand for protection, is that demand for indus-
tries in Republican States, or is it for American industries?
If there be objection to protection, is that objection applicable
only to industries in Republican States? Is it confined to indus-
tries in Democratic States?

I submit that if there be a genuine demand for protection,
worthy of respect, deserving of consideration, it must be a
patriotic demand for the universal application of the principle
to all the industries in all the country. If there be objection
to the principle, that objection is to its application to any of
the industries in any portion of the country.

It ought not to be a sectional question. The policy ought to
be favored or opposed as a national policy. The principle ought
to be applied to or discarded by the country at large. It ought
not to be employed to punish or coerce.

Because a State casts her votes in favor of that political party
which opposes protection as and for the sake of protection,
whether the duty laid is needed for revenue or not, should not
eliminate her from consideration in the making of this law. I
believe that if the industries in any portion of this country
languish the ill effects will be felt in all other portions. I be-
lieve that if the withering blight of discrimination is visited
upon one portion of the country its baneful influence will be felt
throughout the other portions. Likewise, I believe that if pros-
perity obtains in one portion of the country, it will be felt
throughout the whole.

Coming from the extreme South, I am solicitous of the wel-
fare of the American people, whether in the extreme North,
East, West, or the islands in the seas. The pending measure
must affect for good or ill the interest of all the people.

Whatever may be my views as to peculiar or loeal interests,
I would not ask for provisions in this bill as applicable to Flor-
ida which I would not cheerfully grant to every other State.
Knowing more of conditions in the South and loving her tradi-
tions, cherishing her memories, proud of her institutions, and
glorying in her achievements, despite her political orphanage, I
would not ask for her more than I would gladly grant to every
other portion of the country, no matter for what party any
State or number of States may cast its or their votes. My
wish is that the friends of this measure may experience and
may manifest the same catholie, patriotic spirit which on my
conscience and honor I feel as to the whole country and all its
industries and enterprises. If the spirit and soul of this bill
is, as declured, the protective principle, then what would be the
observance under another principle can not with justice be
invoked against those who believe in the latter. If that other
prineiple was being applied, then those who now speak for duties
might be silent except on the basis of equalization.

Webster said, in April, 1824 :

With me it is a fundamental axiom, it is interwoven with all my
opinions, that the great interests of the country are united and in-
separable ; that agriculture, commerce, and manufactures will prosper
together or languish togetﬁer; and that all legislation is dangerous
which proposes to benefit one of these without looking to consequences
which may fall on the other.

He was then combating in Congress the contention of Henry
Clay in favor of a protective tariff. Eighty-five years of expe-
rience have but emphasized the wisdom of this position then
taken by that great statesman. We are one people, under one
flag, enjoying one Government, and with a common destiny.

Physically we may be likened to the anatomy of the human
body. Paralyze one member, and the man suffers. Injure one
vertebra in the spinal column and you endanger the very life.
Experts tell us that at the end of the spine is a sort of nerve
center, so that if by accident or design or ignorance that is
seriously injured the possessor becomes a nervous wreck.

Florida may be regarded as the terminus of the country's
spinal column, and I warn you that harm to her will extend
throughout all the ramifications of our vital system to its
farthest reaches.

Is the bill in its present form fair and general in its applica-
tion? Does it render to Cmsar the things that are Cesar's,
and dispose of the other things according to highest council?

To-day, within an area practically of 14 Southern States, 80
per cent of the world's supply of cotton is produced, worth every
year $750,000,000. Converted into cloth the 13,000,000 bales of
cotton would yield 13,000,000,000 yards, worth nearly $6,000,-
000,000, The remaining 20 per cent of the world's cotten is pro-
duced in South America, India, and the Far East, and it is of
inferior quality. Importations are given as 99,462,105 pounds,
valued at $19,752,015; Egypt furnished 78,783,913 pounds; Mex-
ico, 10,907,947 pounds; Unitedq Kingdom, 9,091,683 pounds;
Pern, 4,088,060 pounds; and Haiti, 1,048,730 pounds. We ex-
ported last year $482,000,000 worth of cotton. About one-third
of our product is consumed by mills in this country. The
grower is called on to pay an average of 49 per cent ad valorem
on the goods made out of this very cotton. Is there any ground
for denying him the same treatment accorded to others?

This very bill increases the duty on Egyptian tissue valued
at 19} cents a yard from 5.15 cents a yard to 6.75 cents a yard,
an increase of 30 per cent. In paragraph 321 the words
“ mercerized or subjected to any similar process” are used, by
which, whenever one or more threads are given any luster, or
are “ mercerized,” the duty is to be increased from 11 per cent
to 54 per cent. The manufacturers are already discounting
the duty asked on Egyptian or long-staple cotton.

OTHER INDUSTRIES.

Take some other important industries: Where is the tur-
pentine and rosin of the country produced? The output of the
naval stores industry for 1908 was, in round figures, more than
36,500,000 gallons of turpentine, valued at more than $14,000,000,
and 4,000,000 barrels of rosin, valued at $18,000,000. Eight
Southern States furnished this, Florida leading with 17,030,300
gallons of turpentine and 1,932,114 barrels of rosin. There are
633 operating plants in that industry in Florida. Have they
been considered in this bill? Only by being required to pay
high-tariff prices for every article of supplies required by
them in their work, from machinery and implements to hay.
Last year there was imported some 40,000 barrels of rosin—
mostly from France. France levies a prohibitive duty on
American rosin. Mexico is now producing naval stores in con-
siderable quantities and lays an import duty on our spirits of
turpentine of 16 cents per gallon and rosin of $3.07 in gold
per 280 pounds.

Here, also, is the region of the yellow pine. May we hope
the fact that the general term “lumber” will include other
species found in other portions of the country and assist the
manufacturers of lumber in this belt to receive consideration?

Where will you find the phosphate rock and pebble required
in the manufacture of commercial fertilizers increasingly needed
in this country? In these Southern States—Florida mining
over 2,000,000 tons annually, worth over $14,000,000. Is there
any provision in this bill aiding that great industry? None;
and yet everything practically the miner buys he is obliged to
pay tariff prices for.

We have already seen that the long-staple cotton is produced
in this country, mainly in the three States of Florida, Georgia,
and South Carolina, Florida's yield being about one-third the
total. I have already alluded to this important industry and
the fact that the producer must compete with Egyptian cotton
produced at a labor cost of about one-tenth our cost. The pro-
ducer must pay tariff prices for his plows and implements and
supplies; he must pay tariff prices for the very articles manu-
factured from his cotton, but it seems he must continue to toil
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at starvation prices for his crops and an important industry is
in danger of being turned over to his Egyptian competitor.

In this statement I employ the language which pleases the
protectionists, but,' I repeat, my contention is the duty is proper
because of its revenue-producing feature.

But little over seventy-five years ago the English manufacturers
of woolens, linens, and silks caused laws to be passed whereby
the use of cotton goods was absolutely forbidden throughout Eng-
land. Now she is lending her energies to the overthrow of the
sea-island or long-staple cotton industry of this country in
another way, by opening up for cultivation nearly a million
acres of fertile lands in the valley of the Nile. Suppose a tariff
on this product will cause a rise in the price of this cotton.
Is that a different result than is accomplished for others whose
product he must use? Suppose it would cause a rise, slight it
could only be, in price of the product of the mills. Adopting,
for the sake of the argument, the Republican idea, and applying
it here, I might ask, Is that a reason for curtailing his means
of living? This very bill makes him pay a tariff tax on the
bagging which covers and the ties which bind his cotton into
marketing form. He must pay the duty, but others who buy
from him must not,

THE FARMER.

The majority argues that injury may result from neglect as
well as by affirmative action; that it may be produced by omis-
sion as well as by commission. The last man to injure in this
country should be the farmer, The last interest to harm should
be agriculture. The last occupation to strike down should be
that of the farmer. To foster, encourage, and make more profit-
able the country life and the country work should be the study
and effort of every man.

When I approach the subjects which concern directly the
farmers of the country, who by their toil produce the things
without which the world would speedily perish, and when I
think that in times of war these are the men who in all the
past have fought the battles of their country, like the “ Iron-
sides " of Cromwell, and the “ hunting-shirt” men under Jack-
son, I feel the reverence and the consecration indicated by that
passage of Holy Writ:

i g h d-
“m Emythg);:‘l:nog from off thy feet, for the place whereon thou stan

Here is an industry which yields more than $6,000,000 an-
nually by production from the soil. In the language of the
friends of this bill and employing your own argument again,
Will you destroy it or permit England to destroy it? Will you
cause it to languish and gradually wither away, or will you en-
courage it by giving it fair treatment in the raising of revenue?

I submit that a duty of 8 cents per pound ought to be levied
on unmanufactured cotton.

Being under the necessity of raising over $300,000,000 an-
nually by this measure, if the present rate of expenditure is to
continue, I do not see that we need employ much time discussing
the academic questions involved in ascertaining the right or
wtong, the wisdom or folly, the soundness or weakness of tariff
for revenue or tariff for protection.

In no event, under present conditions, is it worth while to
even refer to free trade or prohibitive tariff. We need the
revenue that only a tariff which involves, incidentally, some
protection can give. Not 10 per cent of the people favor free
trade; no more, I believe, favor a prohibitive tariff. Our prin-
cipal problem in this present situation is to equalize as nearly
as possible the duties which must be laid on imports, as to
commodities and industries, over the various portions of the
country and avoid discriminations as to benefits and burdens
and eliminate graft. Of course, our care should be to reduce ex-
penditures when possible and reform administration if we may.

OVERPREOTECTION IS GHAFT.

According to Mr. H. B, Miles, of the National Association of
Manufacturers, a Republican, a protectionist, and a manu-
facturer:

Our tariff schedules and the methods In working them out constitute
o national scandal. * * * The tariff s a moral as well as an
economic question. The publle must not again permit the con-
sumer's Interests to be sacrificed as they were, for instance, in the
present woolen and sugar schedules.

He takes high ground when he says:

The benefits of the tariff should acerue to all the people and not to
a few politiclans and manufacturers only.

And again he says:

With an honestly made tariff that does not unduly burden the con-
sumer, that permits of healthful forelgn competition, that s as high,
and only as high, as is required to place domestic and foreign pro-

%nrlty, that provides for reciprocal trade agreements in
the Interest of a larger foreign trade, American industries will prosper
by honest and equitable methods.

This doctrine of a protectionist ought to satisfy the friends
of this measure. But the criticism he makes of the present

law does not seem to be met by the changes proposed by this
bill, and yet this same thinker and student of the subject says
further:

The total unnecessary cost of the tariff to American consumers can

not be estimated at less than $500,000,000 per year. It has been estl-
mated at more than double this figure. :

In other words, the duties laid on many manufactures, over
and above the principle of protection, is *“graft,” and that
“graft” of a half billion dollars yearly is taken from the
pockets of the consumers by the few ultraprotected interests,

If there be truth, and I believe there is, in these statements,
our first duty is to eliminate this overprotection, which out-
rageously burdens the consumer and brings no revenue to the
Government. :

SBULPHATE OF AMMONIA AND POTASH.

In this connection, I would call attention to the duty which
the committee proposes to levy on sulphate of ammonia. The
amount imported in 1908 was 84,224 tons, duty $205,000. This
duty is not necessary to protect the home manufacturer, this
material being a by-product of the steel, coke, and gas con-
cerns, which need no protection as against the farmer, Experts
on the subject say this is the agricultural chemical richest in
nitrogen and the duty under the present law amounts to 1%
cents per pound on the nitrogen it contains.

It appears “the South consumed in 1908 fully 1,500,000 tons
of mixed and unmixed fertilizers, containing fully 60,000,000
pounds of nitrogen, worth at least $12,000,000,” This chemical
should be placed on the free list and this vast sum saved to the
farmers. Likewise potash should be stricken out of the list of
articles upon which the countervailing clause applies of 20 per
cent ad valorem, as proposed in the administrative feature of
the Payne bill, because if that is put in operation it would cost
the cotton growers of the South a half million dollars a year
and the potato growers of Maine $50,000 annually more for
their potash, and the cotton, fruit, and vegetable growers of
Florida over $200,000 every year.

The statements I have to submit bear the impress of sincerity
and sound reasoning on this matter. The governor of Florida
has sent a special message to the legislature on the subject,
which I also submit and beg to place in the Recorp, This tariff
on potash would mean a tax of $5 on every farm in Florida,
The tariff on sulphate of ammonia, proposed, is quite as bad.

All fertilizer chemicals, as well as all mixed and unmixed
fertilizers, should be admitted free of duty. I believe the man
who creates, who produces, and does not merely consume, and
especially the man who digs it from the soil, who depends on
his strong arm and the seasons, the sun and air and land,
should be considered in legislation affecting his interests; and
hence my appeal is made for the producers of long-staple cotton
and the pineapple growers of my State.

These priests of nature who live nearest the fountain of life
in the divine economy deserve what they ask. Suppose the 5
cents per pound on cotton would increase its price for the
grower that much. The price of the short staple is fixed in
Liverpool. The price of the long staple, we may grant, would
increase the cost to the spinner, and that in turn, perhaps, in-
crease the price of the sateens, mercerized silk, lace curtains,
automobile tires, and expensive thread made therefrom. These
goods are used by people who can afford the increase, if it
come, but applying again the doctrine which the majority as-
serts I would say the people engaged in this industry, the pro-
duetion of this cotton, can not afford to have it turned over to
England or Egypt; neither can the other people of this country
well afford that result.

PINEAPPLES.

I pass now to another subject, that of pineapples.

Florida is opening up a new territory on the east coast, along
the wonderful railroad across the keys and water to Key West,
built by Mr. Flagler, sufficient to supply domestic demand for
pineapples. Will you turn that industry over to Cuba I would
ask in the terms of your principles?

It appears from expert testimony that 7 cents per cubie
foot equals 16 cents per crate (10 by 12 by 33=2.29 cubie feet).
Then we must allow for a reduction of 20 per cent under the
Cuban reciprocity act of December 17, 1903. This leaves the
present rate, which the pending bill proposes to continue, of
128 cents per crate. Cuba has the advantage of American grow-
ers as follows: Transportation, 16 cents; labor, 9 cents; fertili-
zer, 22 cents=47 cents per cubic foot of package.

Florida produced 690,000 crates last year.

Importations from Cuba were 840,000 crates last year,

Cuba can produce pineapples for 20 cents per crate.

It costs Florida 70 to 90 cents per crate.

Cuba ean deliver pineapples in New York for $1.11 per crate
and pay the present duty.
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Florida pineapples will cost delivered in New York $1.80 per
crate.

A crate of pineapples weighs about 80 pounds, about the same
as a crate of oranges. The duty on oranges is 1 cent per pound.

A barrel of pineapples weighs 160 pounds.

Cuban pineapples are on sale In March, April, and May.

At 1 cent per pound duty Cuba can deliver pineapples in New
York for $1.74 per crate.

Florida can not deliver them at less than $1.80 per crate.

The duty on pineapples, as provided in this bill, is about one-
sixth the duty it lays on oranges. California produces no pine-
apples of consequence.

These facts ought to be sufficient argument in themselves to
secure fair treatment of an important American industry.

I would say a word on behalf of Porto Rico also. She asks
for a duty which will enable her to compete with Cuba, which
would raise revenue at the same time. I ask to lay before the
Senate a statement furnished by growers in Porto Rico, which
applies likewise to Florida. It will be borne in mind that the
pineapple is a luxury, and that a duty of 1 cent per pound
would yield a revenue of $640,000 annually.

I submit, considering the advantage given Cuba by the 20
per cent reduction, a duty of one-half of 1 cent per pound at
least should be imposed on pineapples whether in bulk, barrels,
or crates. I would emphasize that this fruit can not be held,
like a manufactured article, at a standard price to be sold to-
morrow or next week if desired price can not be obtained to-day.
The consumer names the price in this case and the grower can
name nothing—neither the cost of Iabor, fertilizer, crates, nor

freight.
FURTHER OF EQUALIZATION. .

Speaking of equalization further, a few illustrations may be

iven:
X On rough Iumber the present duty is equivalent to an ad
valorem of 11.75 per cent. It is now proposed to make it 5.88
per cent.

On cotton goods the average is now 57.94 per cent, and the pend-
ing bill proposes to greatly increase that. On * wool and manu-
factures thereof ” the duty will reach as high as 149 per cent.

The duty under the present law and the proposed Senate
amendment on pineapples, a luxury, in crates or barrels, is 19.37
per cent, and, as to Cuba, under treaty, 14.88 per cent.

In the metal schedule the duty runs as high as 99.65 per cent,
and in no case, practically, under 10 per cent.

Naval stores, free; cotton, free; and phosphate, free.

Another important industry in Florida is sponging. The
crop of sponges in Florida was worth in 1906 approximately
one and a half million dollars, The importation of sponges
from the Bahamas and Mediterranean is given for last year at
$220,707.31, which paid a duty of 20 per cent ad valorem; and
from Cuba, $115,640.58, which paid a duty of 16 per cent.

On borax mined in Nevada and California the duty now is
150.76 per cent; by Senate amendment, reduced fo 60.30 per cent.
IMPORTANCE OF MEASURE.

Mr, President, only by keeping in mind all the interests of all
the people of all the country can we be just in this legislation;
only by being just can we have it approach the hope of the coun-
try; only by having it honest and national in its scope and
American in its spirit can we expect it to fulfill its purposes.

We can not overestimate the importance of this measure, It
strikes the hour of dissolution or it breathes the oxygen of new
life for many plans, industries, and enterprises. It falls like the
sword of Samuel upon the head of Agag, or it brings forth a
Pallas by its blow. Marius, one of the thirty Roman tyrants,
was slain in battle by a soldier who formerly worked in his
shop, and as he struck he exclaimed, “ Behold the sword thyself
hath forged.”

If disaster follows to any material interests or oppression
results, you can know your work here accomplished the ruin or
brought on the distress.

Great responsibilities rest upon those who would forge this
instrument in accordance with their own wishes., I appeal for
your clearest vision, your broadest patriotism, your calmest
judgment, your soundest wisdom, to so consider and frame it as
to help powerfully “to make the future of the Republic abso-
lutely secure, its influence boundless, its duration endless, its
beneficence measureless.”

FOREIGN TARIFFS.

Mr, President, to use the taxing power to benefit private in-
terests by giving more protection than is needed against foreign
competition even the friends of this measure must admit would
be a violation of a public trust and a gross abuse of any eco-
nomic principle,

If duties can be lowered * without rminous invasion of the
home market by the foreigners,” it ought to be done. In many

instances, no doubt, it can be done; and it follows that tariff
reduction is the just policy.

It is important to keep in mind that many of our industries
are capable of greater production than the home market de-
mands. These industries therefore want foreign markets. To
get these, lower foreign tariff must be secured. You may rest
assured the foreigner will not reduce his tariffs on such products
or articles unless you place your tariff duties similarly reduced
on those or other commodities. We may not expect to obtain
the reduction of foreign tariffs in order to give an outlet to our
surplus production unless we are willing to reduce our own. It
is not fair to trade off the industries of Democratic States only
for lower foreign tariffs,

Our minimum tariff should be made as low as possible in
order that we may be in a position to make concessions when
it comes to international agreements by which, nowadays, tariffs
are largely arranged. I favor provisions promoting reciprocity,
assuming that every portion of the country will receive equnal
and just treatment.

REDUCE EXFEXNDITURES.

It was to hear the distinguished Senator from
Rhode Island, when he Iaid this bill before the Senate, proclaim
himself a reformer, the friend of the consumers of the country,
the Horatius at the bridge over which the expenditures must
go, insisting upon less burdens and greater economy.

One could but admire his candor when he declared, in effect,
the Republican House, the Republican Senate, and the Repub-
lican Executive had been guilty of “unprecedented extrava-
gance” in the years just closing. It would have been well had
the Senator raised his powerful voice before the money was
gone, and saved the country the necessity of facing the present
deficlency of over $100,000,000.

Retrenchment is wise, but the appeal comes late. It comes,
too, from those who brought on the conditions which have been
for two years disturbing the country. It is a splendid tribute
to the Democracy to have the Senator thus espouse a cause
and advocate a doctrine which during the years past and con-
tinuously, without interruption, to this hour, the Democratic
party has blazoned on every banner and urged in every con-
test. Is that position taken now because of the threatened
income tax? Is it mow the vision comes when it is preferred
to tax the people of the country who eat and wear and work,
indirectly by the tariff, rather than tax directly those whose
income exceeds $5,000?

Does the conscience awaken to reproach for reckless extrava-
gance only when it appears that such extravagance has come
home to plague those who have heretofore prospered under
the tariff laws? -

“ Reduce expenditures” is fine. But the Senator has not in-
dieated where or how. WIill he begin with imperialism? Econ-
omize we can, but the powers that be give us no example of
that practice, and we find no encouragement in a general state-
ment pointing toward a possible lessening of extravagance by
those who have led us into that vicious habit. With boards
and bureaus, commissions and departments, overlapping and
duplicating, I should say we could diminish outlays. But will
it be done by those who created these conditions?

THE REMEDY.

A scathing and just rebuke to the Republican party has
gone forth from its highest source, and it means logically that
the real hope for reform, promising relief from the evils upon
which we have fallen, and to that end may these words be
winged, lies in a Democratic administration!

APPENDIX,
[Copy of telegram.}
WHITE SPRINGS, FrA., March 23.
Hon. DuscaXx U. FLETCHER,
United States Senate:

Oppose reducing the tarl® one-half on lumber and ﬁgr}:!t for the $2
duty to the last 5Jtch. The latter is the salvation of the lumber in-
du

in the South.
R. J. & B. F. Camp LumBer Co.

[Copy of telegram.]
WATERTOWN, FrA., March 2§, 1909.
Hon. Duxcan U. FL

ETCHER,
United States Senate:
We think ngeosed reduction of lumber tariff exceedingly disastrous
to southern lumbermen.
EasT CoasT LUMBER COMPANY.

[Copy of telegram.} |
JACESONVILLE, FrLA., March 2325 1909.
Senator DUNCAN U. FLETCHER,
Washington, D. C.:
We are counting on you to O{Ipom reducing tariff on lumber and to
fight for the $2 duty. The future of the Iumber and turpentine In-

dustry depends on this.
Lo CUMMER LBR. COMPANY.
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[Copy of telegram.]
TIFTON, GA., March 25, 1909.
Hon. D. TU. FLETCHER,
Washington, D. C.:

The Georgia-Florida Sawmill Association, in session, representin
more than 1,000 manufacturers of zellow-plne lumber in Georgia an
Florida, employing upward of 50,000 men, protest earnestly any re-
duction of the present tarif on lumber, and the effect will be disastrous
to employer and employed. The agitation has been more hurtful than

we can estimate.
H. H. T1FT, President.
B. C. HARRELL, Secretary.

; JACKSONVILLE, FrA,, March 22, 1909.

I was in Canada three years ago, as you remember, and, being a
lumberman, I gave considerable attention to the classes of lumber be! ng
manufactured, and without exception I found nothing there that woul
compare with our hi% grades, 1 did not to the Ottawa distriet,
which is, I understand, the great lumber center of eastern Canada, but
what I saw was of a very Inferlor quality. It would be a very hard
blow to the [mlustxg in this country and, as I have seen in the state-
ment of Professor Pinchot, it would not conserve our own forests, but
would simply compel us to reduce our prices and enter Iinto a scramble
for business if the tariff is reduced even 50 per cent. It will mean a
still greater reduction in the prices of lumber than that represented
by the reduction in the tariff pending the adjustment of trade conditions.

It Is only within the past few years that our low-grade lumber has
bruught us a profit above the cost of manufacture, due to the fact that
the depletion of the high-grade timber in the Northwest and the conse-
quent utilization of low grades brought into the market a large lot
of low-grade lumber. It is generally understood that the forests in the
Northwest even for low grades have been so far depleted now that it
does not cut any important ﬂ{;ure in low Erades as it formerly did.
We are to-day actual { selling lnmber that five or six years taeﬁo even,
we could find absolute ; no market for; and if we are preven in any
wiy from disposing of this class of lumber, it would simply mean a
loss of that per cent of our logs which will have to be cut and hauled
to our mill for which we will get nothing, thus sacrificing these low
grades and being able to sell only the high grades at a profit.

I have intended to write ;Eou along this lilne for some time. I know
that you feel very deeply the conditions and that tyou will lend your
best influence toward securing a just consideration o tl&a tnr:(lf measure.

EO.

DreEw.

[Copy of telegram.]
CENTURY, FrLA.
Hon. D. U. FLETCHER,
United States Benate, Washington, D. C.:
The repeal of duty on lumber would be disastrous to the industry
throughout the country, and we urge you to vote and do all in your
ower to have the present duty retained. Reduction or repeal would
Eeneﬁt only Canadian timber owners.
THE ALGER SULLIVAL Lpr. Co.,
H. L. GLOVER, Manager.

Jor KiNg, JR., COMPANY,
ExrorTERS YELLOW PINE LUMBER,
Jacksonville, Fla., March 11, 1902
Hon. D, U. FLETCHER, a
Washington, D. C.

DraAr Sie: At a meeting held on the 10th instant, by practically all
05 thedlumber interests in Jacksonville, the following resolution was
adopted : .

“Resolved, That the Secretary be instructed to communiecate with our
Representatives at Washington, requesting them to oppose the proposed
bllE which provides putting lumber from foreign countries on the free
list, and to oppose any reduction whatever of duty on such lumber.”

Subscribed to by the following concerns :

Cummer Lumber Company, Alfred R. 8ax Lumber Com ¥, Charles
8. Hirsch & Co., Star Lumber Company, Cooney-Ecksteln & Co., McNair
& Bon, Granger & Lewis, G. 8. Baxter & Co., Georgia Pine (fompan}',
Gress Manufacturing Company, E. G. Phinney & Co., George Henry &
Co., D. L. Gillespie & Co., Banes-Cashen Lumber Company, R. W.
McLeod, Atlantlc Coast Forwarding Company, G. D. Gay, Weston Za-
ring Company, Eppinger & Russel Company, F. R. Clark & Co., Stephens
Lumber Company, Joe King, Jr., Company, C. H. Leggett, chairman;
Joe King, jr., secretary.

It is needless to comment upon the importance of the defeat of the
bill referred to, You gentlemen are entirely familiar with the lumber
industry in our Btate and the country in general, especialg the South,
and you realize what a %reut calamity the passage of such a measure
would inflict upon the lumber interests, especially in our State.

With much respect,
Very truly});'ours, Jor Kixa, Jr., Secretary.

THE TARIFF ON LUMBER.

Whereas the press dispatches from Washington forecasting the prob-
able action of the Ways and Means Committee on the various tariff
schedules recite the fact that lumber is being named as one of the com-
modities to go on the free list or to sustain a heavy reduction; and .

Whereas such action would mean serious and widespread demorall-
zation to all business interests, in that further ﬂeFress:on in lumber
prices wounld permanently crlﬁpie many of the sawmill and other wood-
working Industries, and at the same time affect disastrously the wage-
earning power of a vast army of day laborers; and

Whereas the lumber industry of the United States to-day ranks first
in the consumption of farm products, third in the volume of tonnage
furnished the railroad and transportation lines, and second in the em-

loyment of labor, agriculture alone employing a larger number of
Randa. labor constituting a larger element in the cost of production of
lumber (averaging above TO per cent) than of any other manufactured
article ; and

Whereas a bushel of corn or wheat, a ton of hay, a bale of cotton,
or the-unit of measure in any other farm product will purchase more
lumber to-day than at any previous time; and

Whereas the present specific duty of $2 per thousand feet amounts
to an ad valorem rate of about 11 per cent, and practic&ll{ reduces the
tariff on lumber to the basis of a tariff for revenue, as illustrated by

the fact that the present law represents an average of about 40 per
cent on all dutiable commodities; and

‘Whereas the retpeal of the tariff on lumber, lath, and shingles would
prove disastrous to the industry throughout the whole country, for the
reason that lumber is K;oduced in Canada largely by oriental gabor. and
would be produced in Mexico by peon labor, at a cost far below that in
this country, and is cut from stumpafe varying in price from one-
quarter to one-half less than American timber, and subject to a vastly
ON7hereas Iomber. lath, and shingles from Canada

ereas lumber, lath, and shingles from Canada can be delivered in
the Atlantie, Paefﬁe, and Lake state rts on a much lower freight
rate in foreign and American bottoms than from the South and West,
or from any other lumber-producing districts to the same ports, whence
much of the American lumber is distributed or where it is consumed,
and would therefore deprive American manufacturers of many of their
principal markets, which in turn would seriously affect the banking,
shipping, and other interests allied with lumber ; and

ereas the recent election has emphatically demonstrated that an
overwhelmin maiur!ty of the people are in favor of the protection of
m%‘*lt-limn inth les; a?dl by hich 1

ereas the class of lumber which our fore competitors would
seek to dump on the markets of the United Sta:‘eg: would prevent con-
servation of our forests by displacing the low-grade material now
utilized, leaving it in the woods to'rot and burn, and because the saw-
mills must be ogerated to at least thelr minimum economic ecapacity,
lumbermen would be compelled to cut over a larger area In order to se-
cure the gquantity of logs necessary to run their mills and to secure the
quantity of salable commodities necessary to meet the demands of the
country, and therefore will find it necessary to cut more trees, and thus
to denude a greater acreage : Therefore bhe it

Resolved, at the Alabama-West Florida Lumber Manufacturers'
Assoclation, in convention assembled, representing an annual output of
nearly 1,000,000,000 feet of lumber, does most earnestly protest against
anﬁ reduction in the present tariff on lumber : And be it further

esolved, That the president and secretary of this association be, and
they are hemb&{ Instructed to transmit a copy of these resolutions to
the Ways and Means Committee, and to furnish copies of same to the
Senators and Representatives from the States of Alabama and Florida,
requesting their cooperation and support in preventing any reduction
of the import duty on lumber in its various forms and by-products, upon
the ground that such reduction would inevitably result in great injury
to the lumber industry of these and other Southern States, the greatest
single industry in this section, and one which has grown to such magni-
tude that any injury suffered by it must no less surely work harm to
the banking, transportation, manufacturing, commercial, and industrial
interests ienemlly with which it has become so closely interwoven : And
be it further 1

Resolved, That we favor most heartily the conservation of the forest
resources of this country, and are ready to cooperate with the Govern-
ment in its efforts to promote this great work, but that it {s our earn-
est conviction that the removal or material reduction of the tariif on
lumber will so hamper and delay the executlon of plans already under
way as to flw rise to grave doubt of their ultimate success. his con-
viction rests upon the fact that to successfully operate a sawmill plant
it must run steadily at its average capacity, which could onFy be
accomplished through the cutting of more trees, should the price of
lumber decline to a point which would render im ible the manu-
facture of the common trees and parts of trees, which represent 25 to
40 per cent of the forests. This decline in price would rolfow the open-
m.q_[‘gr our ports to lumber.

e underslﬂmd approve and subscribe to the foregoing:
abama and Florida Lumber Co., Noma, Fla.; Smith-
cGowan Lumber Co., Magazine, Ala.: B. 0. Wat-
kins Lumber Co., Birmingham, Ala.; Hand Lumber
Co., Dolive, Ala.; Henderson Lumber Co., Sanford,
Ala. ; Honnicutt-Neal Lumber Co., Vick, Ala.; Lath-
rop Lumber Co., Birmingham, Ala.: Morris Lumber
Co., Slocomb, Ala. ; Oden-Elliott Lumber Co., Birming-
ham, Ala.; Secotch Lumber Co., Fulton Ala,; Vreden-
burgh Baw Mill Co., Pine HIll, Ala.; Miller-Brent
Lumber Co., Poley, Ala.; Harris & Scandrett, Coffee
Springs, Ala.; Allison Lumber Co., Bellamy, Ala.;
Cedar Creek Mill Co., Brewton. Ala.; E. W. Gates
Lumber Co., Yellow Pine, Ala. ; Henderson-Boyd Lum-

r Co. chburg, Ala,; Horse-Shoe Lumber Co.,
River Falls, Ala.; ul Lumber Co., Birmingham,
Ala.; Marbury Lumber Co.,, Marbury, Ala.; T. H.
Read & Co., Wilford. Ala.; Sumter Lumber Co.,
Sumter, Ala.; Twin Tree Lumber Co., Maplesville,
Ala. ; Montgomery Lumber Co., Montgomery, Ala.;
Whitewater Lumber Co., Autaugaville, Ala.; Geneva
Lumber Co., Eleanor, Fla.; Tatom Lumber Co., Ge-
neva, Ala.; Empire Lumber Co., Andalusia, Ala.;
Frost-8ibley Lumber Co., Lamison, Ala.; Smith Lum-
ber Co., W. T., Chapman, Ala.; Neal & Beatty, Mont-
gomery, Ala.; Coffee ﬁprings Lumber Co., Coffee

rings, Ala.; Manchester Lumber Co., Manchester,
Ala.; Chas. Thrower, Ozark, Ala.; J. T, McCaskill
Co., Freeport, Fla.; Sandy Creek Mill Co., DeFuniak
Springs, Fla.; Lovelace Lumber Co., Brewton, Ala.;
Jackson Lumber Co., Lockhart, Ala.; Crimm Bros.,
sordo, Ala.; . . Antrey, Lamison, Ala.; W. B.
Mitchell Lumber Co., Newton, Ala.; J. H. Moore,
Billingsley, Ala.; H. H. Simpson & Scns, Stansel,
Ala.; The N. M. Rhodes Mercantile and Mill Co,,
Shell, Ala.; Pattillo Brothers, Bl]llngs]e{, Ala.; J. W,
Pickering, 1'thtei'sv!lli:. Ala.; M. J. Cliett, Childers-
burg, Ala.; A. N. Belcher, Centerville, Ala.; McMil-
lan Mill Co., Pine Barrem, Fla.; The J. W. Black
Lumber Co., 'h!ubi[e, Ala.; Benjamin F. Stevens, Mal-
vern, Ala.; B rs & Co., DeFuniak Springs,
Fla.; Ohio-FPennsylvania Lumber Co., Axis, Ala., Jas,
Howard & Co., Nymph, Ala.; Hurricane Lumber Co.,
Hurricane, Ala.; M. G. Watkins, Highland Home,
Ala.; G. B. Howard, Goshen, Ala.; Britton Lumber
Co., Lakewood, Fla.: Florala Saw Mill Co., Paxton,
Fla.; Stearns & Culver Lumber Co., Ba d, Fla.;
Curtis-Attalla Lumber Co., Curtiston, Ala.; Mutual
Lumber Co., Montgomery, Ala.; Escambia Tand and
Mfg. Co., Pensacola, Fla.; Cruise-Splawn Lumber Co.,
Vida, Ala.; Bay Point Mill Co., Pinewood, Fla.:
Graves-Tatom Co., Freeport, Fla.; The King Lumber
Co., Prentice, Ala.; . J. Tinney, Sterrett. Ala.;
Flat Creek Mill Co., Finchburg, Ala.; J. R. Martin,
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Jemison, Ala,; Carter Lumber Co., Billingsley, Ala.;
Harper & Moore, Reform, Ala.; Springfield mber
Co., Coker, Ala.; J. H W

rght. Pledmont, Ala.;
W. D. Crocker, Gordo, Ala.; Corr & Daniel, Gordo,
Ala.; Brannan & WWhatley, Wilmer, Ala.; C. Butler,
Duncanville, Ala.; W, D. Barron, Foline, Ala.; Unlon
Lumber Co., Carroliton, Ala, ; John C. Osborne, Pratt-
ville, Ala.; The Gulf Yellow Pine Lumber Co., Ge-
neva, Ala.; Perdido Lumber Co., Pensacola, hs.;

. W. Autrey, Pine Hill, Ala.; C. W. Zimmerman
Mfg. Co., Jackson, Ala.; J. BE. McCart, Elba, Ala.;
Windham & Farris, Elba, Ala.

HoTEL BEVILLE, NEW YOREK, April 12, 1009.

Dear Sin: I inclose you a letter from Mr. H. 8. Hubbard, formerly
of Iowa, but now a prominent grower of pineapples in Porto Rlco, a
Petttlon from the Horticultural Soclety of Porto Rico, and a detalled
Ist of the growers of pineapples who have entered this business during
its development of the past three or four years.

I wish also to call your attention to the following facts:

1. The cost of cultivating an acre of pineapples is greater than that
of cultlvating an acre of oranges; the yield crates of 2} cubic feet
each ls less than that of oranges of 2 cuble feet each, the value
of a crate of either one is approximately equal. Should not both be
equnll{ protected 7 .

2, All the pineapples consumed in the United States, if theilr plant-
ers are assured by a reasonable protection t ruinous foreign
competition at certain seasons of the year, can ralsed within a few
years in Florida, Hawail, and Porto Rico (both the latter as integral
a part of the United States as were Californla, Arizona, and New
Mexico in the middle of the last century).

During l{ag, June, and July, especially, the markets are often
flooded with forelgn fruits from Cuba and elsewhere, thus producing
rices far below the cost of production. The consumer does not benefit
Ey this heavy loss of the grower, but pays more or less the same from
week to week the year round. Only the jobber and retaller benefit by
the planters’ losses during these months.

3. When the tariff act of 1897 was enacted few pineapples were
gown in the United States, while now ver{ la.rtgo acreages are planted

Hawall, Florida, and Porto Rlco, and with the present extension of
the Florida East Coast Rallroad thousands of acres heretofore cut off
by lack of transportation became avallable for this fruit, and Porto
Ilico alone could supply the entire United States if the Americans
there en in this ess are protected mﬂ!cientlw prevent heavy
Iol::i duir g the months of rulnously low prices, below cost of

uction.
> Porto Rico in 1900 shipped 2,000 crates of pineapples,

Porto Rico in 1907 shipped 7,200 crates of tpineappleu.

Porto Rico in 1908 shipped 74,001 crates of pineapples,

Porto Rico in 1909 will ship 400,000 to 500, crates of pineapples.

As will be seen by the inclosed tist.t{onctlmlly all of this is in the
hands of Americans. All the money thus paid for Porto Rican pine-
apples is spent, not for Bpanish, but for American foods, clothes, gﬁm,
and implements. ;

As coastwise laws apply to Porto Rico all must be carrled in Ameri-
can, not forelgn vessels, as may be done from Cuba.

f ally with those

The citizens of the United States generally, eﬂ:{
ggad to Americanize the island, as was
()

living in Porto Rico, would be
done in the case of California w Mexico, and the Southwest, This
can not be done by a few holders of big sugar or coffee estates, but
through the influence of the small American landowners and their
numerous families and retainers. The only opening for the small Amer-
ican landowners is the fruit industry, and mainly pineapple growing.
Examination of the inclosed list of those who have so mvesteg during
the three or four years of the life of this industry will indicate the
ower this movement will soon exert on the internal government of the
Fs.laml it it is fostered by a fair protection at stage. A prohibitive
tariff is not desired by the Porto Rican growers, but one that will pro-
tect them against the ruinously low prices, often mlmﬁhes ¥y Sup.
ing the months of May, June, and July, while permit portations
from abroad whenever the market covers cost of production and a rea-
sonable profit to the growers in the States. One cent a pound would
not stop foreign shipments during ten months of the year. One-half
cent would certainly be a low rate, and while it would not always gnar-
antee a profit to growers would at least stop foreign shipments when
prices are ruinously low.
5. The Baltimore canners have demanded free trade in natural pine-
apples, but nothing is sald by them requesting free trade in the canned
roduct. One-half cent a pound on natural fruit would be less pro-
ection to the numerous small growers than the few large canners are
now enjoylng on_ their product. In their statement those gentlemen
speak only of Cuba and Florida as the 0!;11{' source of supgryﬂ for the
eastern markets. They can this year at f prices obtain m Porto
Rico some 400,000 crates, and double this gquantity in succeeding years.
. At present the duty on natural pineapples is 15 per cent ad
valorem ; the average on food staples, 40 per cent ad valorem; ci
fruits, 65 Qer cent ad valorem ; canned fruits, 48 per cent ad valorem.
One cen’ Fer pound on pineapples would not be excessive as com
with other foods, and one-half cent per pound on pineapples in by
packages would be far below the aver: on similar foo(i supplies.
The Payne bill, as It is sent to the te, makes a dpacknge rate of
8§ cents per cuble foot—a bulk rate of $8 per thousand. The average
for Cuban pines is 36 fruits per cake, or, if i bg cuble feet, of
2} feet a crate, 20 cents duty per crate. If figured by bulk, $8 per
rate rather than a bulk or

thousand, 28.8 cents duty per crate.
We therefore ask a per pound r thonsand

rate, as now in the Payne blll, for the reasons of its equitable and easy

application to all shipments, both crate and bulk, and because of the

fact that the number og&:»lnenpples in a crate will In no manner vary it.
Respectfully submitted.

T. P, LirpPITT,
Acting for the Horticultural Society of Porto Rico.

k or

JACKSONVILLE BOARD OF TRADE,
Jacksonville, Fla., April 12, 1909.
Hon. D, T. HE

FLETCHER,
Senate Annex, Washington, D. C.

D=ar Sie: I beg to acknowl receipt of your letter of the 6th
instant, and take pleasure in inclosing you herewith copy of resolu-
tions adopted by the board of trade at its meeting helgy on July 8

rt tax on naval stores from Mexico. I nnderstand

t the Savannah Board of Trade recently adopted resolutions regard-
ing an import tax on naval stores from Spain and France. I have
written to this organization for copy of these resolutions, and as soon
as I receive them will forward them to you.

Yours, truly,
H. H. RICHARDSON, Secrotary.

thinking you may want this to refresh your
some of these points. e

The following resolutions were adopted by the Jacksonville Doard of
Trade at its mee held on July 8, 1908:

Whereas a%irits o ntine exported from the United States into
Mexico is subjected by the Iaws of Mexico to an lmtport duty of 16
cents per gallon, and rosin is subjected to a duty of $3.17 gold per
280 pounds, while under the axlstlng laws of the United States spirits
of turpentine and rosin Imported from Mexico to the United States
are admitted of all duties; and

Whereas the plne forests of Mexlco are now producing spirits of
turpentine and rosin in conslderable quantities, which are being
shipped into the United States and there sold in competition with the
naval stores produced in Florida and other Southern States: and

Whereas the Inequality of taxation is an unjust burden upon one of
the Trinclpal ﬂ1;::'-::»:1|:u:te; of this State, which should be removed by leg-
islation or administratlve action on the part of the Federal Govern-

ment: Now therefore be it
Resolved by the Board of Trade of the Cily o{ Jacksonville, That the
al committee on naval stores be directed to call the attention of
our Senators and Representatives in Congress to this subject, and to
request their tprom t_and active assistance In securing, If ible,
the removal of such dlscriminative duties or else the {mposition of a
similar tax upon the importation of spirits of turpentine and rosin
from Mexico, and such action on the part of Congress and the admin-
istrative departments of the Federal vernment as will best protect
the interest of the naval-stores industry of the United States.
Resolved, That the saac!a.l committee on naval stores be instructed
to investigate the relative freight rates on naval stores produced in
Florida to ports in Florida and to ports outside of Florida, and if it is
found that rates to ports in Florida are relatively higher than to ports
outside of Florida, then said committee be further instructed to investi-
ate the effect of such discrimination and the remedies therefor, and
ereupon, without delay, to take such steps as may be deemed neces-
%giry i&g pret;:nt such discrimination and secure fair and equal rates to
or rts.
Thstngve was also adopted by & unanimous vote of the members
presen

last regarding im
tha

I inclose you prospectu
memory in connection wit

STATE OoF Fronips, EXECUTIVE OFFICE,

T'allehassee, April 12, 1909,
Gentlemen of the legislature: 2 2

Your attention is invited to the to!lowlnﬁ:

There is a clause in the Payne tariff bill to the effect that * the
maximum and minimum principle be adopted by which retallatory rates
averaging about 20 per cent may be levied upon the products gg coun-
tries which do not grant to the commerce of the United States the
most-fmronzdinuitlcn trenimcnft." nich i -

Germany is the country from which comes the supply of potas
galts, so necessary for successful agriculture in the oottuli:lp gtat.es.D GelE

does not at present %ﬂmt to the United States minimum rates

on all products. Consequently, If the above becomes a law and Gema.n'v

rsists in not granting to the United States the * most-favored-nation ™

reatment, a retallatory dtgly of 20 per cent ad valorem will be levied
on all potash salts imported.

There are some 600,000 tons of potash salts now annually imported
from Germany into the United States. This is g;lnclpnﬂ used for
fertilizers. helr salts are now quoted in New York at from $8.50
for “ kainit," to $43.60 for “sulphate,” an average of 825 per ton or
$15,000,000. Twenty per cent of this amount ($3,000,000) would be
added to the annual cost of fertillzers, most of which is consumed in
the cotton States. The aver potash content of Florida fertilizers is
140 pounds per ton, represent n§ T units.

The cost of one of these units is $1.10, or $7.70 tper ton. An inerease
of 20 per cent in its cost would add an average of $1.54 per ton to the
fertilizers used in this State. As Florida uses 130,000 tons annually,
this would increase the cost of fertilizers used in this Btate £200,200.
Georgla uses 800,000 tons. Other cotton States use large quantities
of commercial fertilizers, one of the principal and most costly ingre-
dients of which is potash.

The passage of a joint or concurrent resolution Is recommended, ad-
visl.nf the Senators and Representatives from this State in Congress of
this threatened additional itlon upon the farmers and frult grow-
ers of Florida and of the cotton-producing States, and requesting them
to take such action as they may deem best to prevent such imposition.

Yery respectfully,
ALBERT W. GILCHRIST, Governor.

STaTE OF. FLORIDA, EXECUTIVE CHAMBER,
Tallahassee, April 13, 1909.
Hon. Duxcay U. FLETCHER

United States Smate', Washington, D. O.

My peEAr 8m: I am directed by the governor to hand
copy of a special message which he has sent to the Flori
now in session.

Very truly, yours,

ou herewith
legislature

G. T, WHITFIELD,
Private Secretary.
Brief on the tariff in ils relation to economic agriculture, with special
reference to sulphate of ammonia and potash saits,

FREE NITROGEN.

It has been & wise policy of the United States, In common with other
countries, to admit * o8, manures, and all substances used only for
manure " free of duty. (See Dingley Bm, sec. 2, par. 569.

Canada is the only country to levy a duty on mixed fertilizers, but
she admits fertilizer chemicals duty free, Including sulphate of ammonia
and German potash salts.

Sulphate of ammonia, however, which, slnee the passage of the
Dingley tarlff, has come into extensive use here by farmers and by fer-
tilizer manufacturers, and which is the agricultural chemlcal richest in
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nitrogen, carries a duty of $6 per ton under the Dingley tariff. Sched-
Ftle A, tﬂ“' G, Dlnsleyt{ﬂl.) ’Eﬁs is 1} cents per pound on the nitrogen
con ns.

In the Payne bill sulphate of ammonia is put on the free list where
it belongs and where it should remain. (See. 2, ﬁmr. 480, Payne bill.
« The United States produced 4,000,000,000 bushels of cereals in 190
Each bushel contained approximately 1 pound of nitroEn. This nitro-

en was worth at least $800,000,000, and no material part was re-
urned to the soll.

In the shape of cereals and meat products the United States exported
in 1908 fully $75,000,000 worth of nitrogen,

Georgia consumed approximately 800,000 tons of fertilizer in 1908,
rcquérit.ng I32,04)0.1’.“:!!’1 pounds of nitrogen, worth $6,400,000 at going
market prices.

South of the Mason and Dixon line there were consumed in 1008,

chiefly on cotton, fully 1,500,000 tons of mixed and unmixed fertilizers,
gggtgﬂ 111)[350 fully 60,000,0015 pounds of mnitrogen, worth at least

Maine consumed fully 50,000 tons of fertilizer to produce her potato
crop last year, requir fully 2,000,000 pounds of nitrogen, worth
00,000. Add to this the nitrogen which is required to produce the
other great staple crops like hay, tobacco, and vegetables, and the
nitrogen requirements become incomprehensible. The Department of
Agriculture will without doubt confirm the above figures.
OPPOSITION.

The duty on sulphate of ammonia is $6 per ton. The amount im-
ported in 1008 was 34,224 tons, duty $205,000. This dut{ is not
necessary to protect the home manufacturer, for the material is pro-
duced as a by-product by the steel, coke, and gas interests, which need
no protection, especially as against the farmer. The home producer,
even without the duty, is protected to the extent of the fre‘l]ght and
the double baggi which required and the custom-house charges,
amounting, all told, to between $3 and $4 per ton.

FREE POTASH, -

German potash salts are now admitted free under the present Dingle:
tariff (sec. 2, par. 644, Dingley bill), likewise in the new Payne gbllsi
(sec. 2, par. 652, Payne bill), but it is proposed to apply a countervail-
ing duty of 20 per cent ad valorem to potash under certain conditions.
(Bee. 4 and sec, 3, Payne bill.)

This is wrong, because—

First. We are absolutely dependent on Germany, as she is our only
source of agricultural potash.

Second. If this clause is applied to potash as a club to keep Germany
from unduly taxing our meat and grain products, she can afford to
ignore it, for we can not 1!;0 elsewhere for our potash, It is a boom-
erang, therefore, which will react upon our own country.

Third. If the countervailing duty is made to apply to potash, in
order to Pmtect the western cattle raiser and packer against Germany,
it is protecting them at the expense of all general farmers Bast and
West, and particularly the tobacco, cotton, and potato growers.

Fourth. If the countervailing duty should be put into operation, it
would cost the cotton growers of the South fully $500,000 a year more
for the potash which they use on cotton, and the potato growers of
Maine fully $£50,000 more annually.

Potash, therefore, should be stricken out of the list of items upon
which the countervailing clause applies.

FINALLY.

The fertilizer business has been built up on a free-trade basis. It
asks for no protection, and it should have none. But it is inconsistent,
if not unfair, to admit mixed fertilizer free and tax chemicals when
brought in separately.

Fertilizer chemicals, whether mixed or unmixed, are the farmers' raw
materials, and in the interest of economic agriculture they should be ad-
mitted free of duty. There should be no hampering clauses to prevent
the free internmational exchange of fcrulltg.

This country annna]lg is sending more than a million tons of mineral
phosphates to Europe, besides millions of dollars’ worth of agricultural
products. It is a wise policy to take some part of it back in the shape
of fertility, as nitrogen and potash.

If agriculture is the foundation of our prosperity, then fertility is
its corner stone. We should therefore encourage the gathering and im-
portation of plant food from all sources, both foreign and domestic.

Respectfully submitted.

WiLLiayM H. BOWKER,
Representing American Agricultural Chemical Company.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, my colleague [Mr. Joux-
sox] has indicated a desire to speak for a few minutes upon an
important feature of this subject, and as my address may take
a little longer than I really anticipate, if my colleague desires,
he can go on now, I yielding to him for that purpose.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from North Dakota
ylelds to his colleague.

Mr. JOHNSON of North Dakota. Mr. President, I had a con-
versation with my colleague, but I hardly expected this courtesy
of him. I expected to speak only after my colleague. But I
thank him for this opportunity. I do not wish to discuss the
underlying principles. I only want to touch upon one small
point, to pick up the small crumbs that fall from the table, and
only one crumb.

One thing that makes it a little irksome to us in the “ Cherokee
strip " is that Senators refer to Senators sitting upon the other
side as if they were not of their household of political faith.
We are a pretty respectable aggregation, and they need us and
can have us and they can count on us, As long as such men as
the junior Senator from New York [Mr. Roor] occupies a front
geat in this section, we shall not go very far astray. Neither
ghall we very much lose our way in the dark with such a tried
and true Rlepublican as the junior Senator from Kentucky [Mr,
Braprey]. But enough of that.

It is a little difficult to speak from this corner. I like the
“ Cherokee strip;" I was raised in it, My first experience in

Congress was at the time when the Democrats had all but 88
seats out of 346.

The Democrats not only filled their own side, but more than
half of our side, and we all sat among Democrats. Afterwards,
when we got control of the House, it was my fortune to draw
seats usually on the Democratic side of the Chamber; and I
feel at home among these brethren. I have lived among them,
boarded with them, and it has been my fortune to meet them
in this southern city. I knew nothing of them until I came
illtlare. I have learned to know them. I have learned to like

em.

Yesterday, I think it was, or the day before, one of the Sen-
ators of our household of faith spoke of admonishing a col-
league. I would not like to use such a term as admonishing
a fellow-Senator, even on this side. But the reason why I
wish to speak to-day is on account of a word that was used
by the Senator from Maryland [Mr. RAYRER] yesterday, which
grated rather harshly on my ear as a Republican. I will read
this from his speech, and while I do not accuse him of lack of
originality, I will say he was fully justified in using that word
by the peerless leader of his party, as I heard him, both in
this Capitol and in campaign speeches, This was the expres-
sion——

Mr. RAYNER. Who was the leader?

Mr. JOHNSON of North Dakota. I am not authorized to
appoint leaders for your party, but in the literature of our
country the peerless leader of the Democracy is generally
identified closely enough. I dare say the Senator from Mary-
land would be a better leader, and either of the Senators from
Texas would, I think, be a better leader. But they are not
familiarly known to us out West as the “ peerless one.”

The American people have agaln been fooled, and they will be
fooled to all etemiliy until and unless this whole subject of federal
taxation is rescued from the contaminating touch of polities. ,

That expression, with reference to fooling the American peo-
ple, was used in the campaign last fall by the * peerless leader
in the State which I partly represent, and I sat in front of him
and heard the speech. There were 5,000 Democrats there and a
few straggling Republicans. He used that very expression,
speaking of the present tariff law and a certain paragraph in it,
to which I wish to call your attention.

He said “they fooled you.” “ Why,” he said, “they fooled
me "—the peerless one. Of course, I did not have a right to the
floor. I had no right to stand up there and call him to order,
as I have here. I had to =it still and iisten to it. But the
editors of the city—that was in Fargo—I think, were all there,
and they learned these ideas from the leader of the Democratic
party in the last campaign, and here is a paragraph I wish to
read from the last issue of the Searchlight., This comes from
Fargo, in North Dakota. It says:

When the Dingley bill was passed the protection to oll was so gkill-
fully hidden under what was known as a “ countervailing duty " that
few of the Congressmen knew it was there.

He took up that topic and treated it in this way. He said
ostensibly on the free list is petroleum, crude or refined, but if
you take the law itself and read it carefully, you will find a
proviso that kerosene oil, petrolenm, or its products, coming
from any couuntry that levies a duty upon Ameriean oil, ghall
bear the same duty that is charged in that counfry against
American oil. Now, he said, the fact is in Russia they charge
120 per cent on American oil, and the result is that the Dingley
law hedges about this most wicked of all monstrous monopolies
and trusts a tariff of 120 per cent, impossible to surmount,

Then he used the expression, “ They fooled you; they fooled
me.” It was pretty hard for me to sit there and see 5,000 Demo-
crats hurrah and clap their hands and applaud, when I and my
party were responsible for this kind of policy that he held up
to scorn and characterized its framers as dishonest men, or men
who fool their fellow-citizens in making laws. I had to sit and
take it. But to-day is my inning. I wish to answer that.

The first time there appeared in the legislation of this country
any proviso as to kerosene was in 1894. Up to that time we had
had no fine print; no proviso. We had the straight figures. The
figures had been enormously and ridiculously high sometimes.
We had had some very unscientific tariff laws as to petrolenm.
For instance, in 1866 there was a duty of 40 cents a gallon on
kerosene 0il—$20 a barrel. To us in this generation, when
crude oil can be bought for 25 cents a barrel, it seems pretty
ridiculous to impose a duty of $20 a barrel. Anyhow, it is so

p}aini that he who runs may read. In 1894 they got this pro-
viso in.

When that law was passed the “peerless leader” of the
Democratic party was on the Ways and Means Committee.
He was not only a member of the committee, but he was the
He was not the chairman, for, as

leader of thaj committee.
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many of you gentlemen who served in that House or lived in
that day remember, Mr. Wilson was the chairman of the com-
mittee. He was a scholar and a Christian gentleman. He
was a man of great intellectuality, but he was in poor health
at the time and he had certain delicacies and refinements which
did not so well fit him for the forum as the “ peerless leader”
of the Democratic party, one of the greatest living orators of
our time. Mr. Bryan was a strong man, and the fighter on that
committee. He dominated that committee as he has dominated
his party from that day to this.

I sat among those Democrats. The Senator from Maryland
was there, the Senator from Texas was there, and the senior
Senator from Kentucky was there. The “peerless leader” of
the Democratic party was there. I was in a helpless minority
of only eighty-eight out of that great House. What could I
do—helpless? 1 looked on and watched the proceedings. I
saw these men fix that “dope.” I could not stir it. I could
smell it. It smelled bad, I thought, politically speaking. I
could look at it, but I was not allowed to touch it. They did
not fool me, not at all, when they brought that proviso in,
They did not try to fool the country; notatall, Instead of hold-
ing thess men up to scorn as uncandid and dishonest men, as men
who fooled the American people when they were seriously
charged with the responsibility of making their laws, I bear
testimony to their integrity and to thelr faithfulness, so far as
their ability went.

They found this situation: Russia at that time levied 40 per
cent duty on American oil. It did not do it in those terms, but
it was 29 cents a hundred pounds on crude oil and $1.43 a
hundred pounds on refined oil. That would amount to about
10 cents a gallon. So for all practical purposes it was 40 per
cent on refined oil. Crude oil may be dismissed, because prac-
tically there was no importation of it.

That was the situation they had to meet. They saw, as I did,
that it was unjust to admit Russian oil free when the Russians
levied a duty of 40 per cent against American oil. How did
they meet that responsibility? They met it with a proviso, the
first time that a proviso ever appeared in our schedule of
duties on this matter of kerosene oil. They put in this proviso:

Provided, That petrolenm coming from any country that levles a
duty on American oll shall bear a duty of 40 per cent.

That was the first proviso. I am not here to say that it
was unjust. I say it was just. They did not try to fool the
American people, and they did not. They brought in that pro-
viso from the Ways and Means Committee, of which the * peer-
less one” I speak of was a member. It was stricken out in
the House. Nobody was fooled. But it was put in again in
the Senate, and it went into the laws of our country; and I for
one, even at this distant day, bear testimony that it was just
and it was right as far as it went.

That applies to duties between us and Russia. But how did
it work out in actual practice? You know that in this country
it takes us years and years to revise a tariff. The Senator from
Maryland, the Senator from Texas, the Senator from Iowa, and
the Senator from Rhode Island, the men who served on those
committees, knew, and I knew, that six years ago we had out-
grown the Dingley law. I was one of the first men in the West
to raise my voice for a revision. We knew long before the peo-
ple generally knew that conditions had so far changed that a
revision was past due. But we have inherited this Government
and its traditions and its policies from our fathers. We can
not change it very much. We ought not, in my judgment, to
try to change it very much. It is a pretty good thing to leave
alone.

How can you go to work to revise a tariff on articles? Five
or six years ago Democrats, and Republicans, too, commenced
to agitate for a revision, when we knew it was necessary. We
first had to interest the people by speeches and in the news-
papers, and then we had to get a majority of the national con-
ventions in sympathy with that movement, and we had to adopt
a plank in our platforms. That took years. Then we had to
elect Members of Congress on those platforms.

Last year we were all agreed—both parties were agreed—on
a revision of the tariff, but after the election, even, it took
months before we assembled in this Capitol. Then, again, it
will take months before we can agree upon this tariff bill. The
people of the country think that we can come here, like a state
convention or like the Daughters of the American Revolution,
and serap it out in three days or a week and then adjourn and

home. They have no appreciation of the faithful work and
the hard work that my colleagues are doing here. In 1897 we
commenced on the 15th of March, as we did this year. We
made record time, better than ever had been done before in the
whole history of the country in work of this kind. We got

XLIV—103

through on the 24th of July.
after we were elected.

How do they do those things in Russia? I am a little back-
ward about saying that they do it better. I would hesitate to
admit that any country in any respect is better than ours. But
I will call your attention to the undisputed fact that they do it
quicker. When it is necessary to change tariff laws in Russia,
they do not require five or six years' agitation among the peo-
ple in speeches on the rostrum and editorials in the papers to
convince the people, and then call a national convention and put
it in the platform, and then make a campaign before the people
and elect their members to the Douma, and then thirteen months
after they are elected meet, as we would have met but for this
extraordinary session, and then labor here months and months
to agree on a tariff law.

I will tell you how they do it in Russia. The law was writ-
ten upon our statute books the 28th -of August, I think, in 1894,
On the afterncon of that day the laws as between Russia and
America on that one point were equalized, and instead of tak-
ing six years to change that tariff law, there was a telegram
sent from St. Petersburg to Odessa, where most of this petro-
leum is landed, short and plain, which raised the duty on Ameri-
can oil to 120 per cent. They not only got around the 40 per cent
that the Democrats thought they had met, but they raised it
80 per cent more, and that could be done in ten minutes, youn
know. We could not change that inside of years of agitation.

When in 1897 the wheel of political fortune had turned
until we had charge of these schedules, and we were charged
with the responsibility, we found this situation: The Russians
were charging 120 per cent on American oil. Now, I think,
they are charging about 300 per cent. 1 will take Mr. Bryan's
figures on that. It was 120 per cent. Did we simply strike
out 40 and put in 1207 That would not help. They could send
another telegram from St. Petersburg and raise it 80 per cent
more. So we changed this proviso. Instead of putting in 40
per cent we wrote it as it is now in the laws of our country:

Provided, That petroleum, crude or refined, coming from any coun-
try that levies a duty on American oil, shall bear the same duty that
that country levies against our oil.

That is the law now.

Now, who was wicked and deceitful in writing the provisos
into our law? None of us. I claim that we were honest. I
admit that the committee on which Mr. Bryan served, of which
he was the dominant member, were honest. I know they were
honest, but they bungled.

Mr. Dingley acted the part of a statesman. That is the
point. I want to protest against the discourtesy of saying that
public men have fooled the American people. I do not like the
word. I have been a voter and a politician for some years. I
remember watching them as they were voting for Fremont and
Buchanan in 1856, althongh I was not then a voter. I have
watched them very carefully ever since, and I have seen them
throwing their ballots like snowflakes into the ballot boxes. I
have never seen an ordinary voter who acted in such a manner
in that supreme moment as to leave the impression on my mind
that he was acting from impure motives. So far as I have been
able to observe, I have thought that every voter has voted with
the idea that he loved his country, that he wished well of his
country, that his fortunes were bound up with the fortunes of
his fellow-citizens, and that let it go up or down Le Lgd to go
with it, like the crew or the passengers on a ship.

I will not say men are honest in all their dealings, but in
political matters I say they are, and it is the political life of
men only that I am talking about now. I have never seen a
common voter in the half century that I have watclied them
who has acted in such a manner as to leave the impression on
my mind that he was trying to vote so as to bring mischief and
wrong and injury on his country.

Then, let us go a step further, from the common voters to the
county or state officers and Members of the Senate. Do you
not think that we measure up in that respect to the ordinary
standard that we find almost universal among the voters? We
ought and we do. In watching these Democrats, of whom I
confess I was a little suspicious before I learned to know
them, I employ three tests in public life. In two of those tests
I could pass them at the 100 mark, if I were a school teacher
using examination papers. I would give them 100 on two tests.
My tests are these: First, I ask is the man honest; is he sin-
cere? If he fails in that test I have no further use for him in
business or in polities, Life is short; and there is such an
abundance of honest men to deal with that any man who fails
when weighed in that balance and leaves an impression on my
mind that he is not honest, that is the last I care to talk with
him or think about him.

That was pretty nearly a year
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The next test is courage. That is a little harder. A man
will sometimes fail in courage, but not many do. It is wonder-
ful the ecourage that men will display in public life, it being
equal to what is displayed on the battlefield. As I have watched
the Democrats for nearly twenty years, I can not think of an
instance where they have failed in that respect. They are
brave men. It takes more courage to assume the position some
of them do, a good deal more than to take our position on this
question. I have not the courage to say what some of these
men say on the floor., So, then, I give them a certificate of char-
acter that they are perfect in these two respects, so far as I
know, because they are as brave as men can be.

But there is another test, much more important, much more
severe; and right there is where public men fall, if they fall
at all. Take, for instance, the pilot of a ship. He will pass
the examination on the first two points easily. Here we are in
a storm, in a gloom of midnight such as bewildered the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Ray~xEr] at the opening of his speech yes-
terday. The pilot stands there at the wheel. His life as well
as mine, if I am a passenger, is at stake. The lives of the
passengers, the safety of the crew are at stake. I have no
fear of his honesty. There never was a pilot, I think, but what
if steering a ship in case of danger would be honest.

Another thing is the gquestion whether he is brave. Most of
those men are brave. I do not thank the pilot for being honest
and for being brave. I expect that as a matter of course.

But the pilot may fail in the third and the supreme test. Is
he right? That is the supreme test. If the pilot is wrong and
steers that vessel upon the rocks or into the surf and loses the
eargo and ship, and I am hurt as a passenger, it is nothing to
me that he was honest, it is nothing to me that be was brave;
the fact that he was wrong is the one supreme test.

Now, it is just the same way in statesmanship. Few men like
Dingley pass this last test of which I speak. There was a Chris-
tian statesman, if we ever had one in the history of our country.
Iet us revere his memory. It grated upon my ears to hear some
Senator here say that in the legislation of the country he fooled
the American people. I know he did not. I know he was hon-
est and brave, and I believe that he was right.

This country is watching and waiting impatiently. Their
business, their opportunity for making a living, largely depends
upon our work. Do not let us send out statements from here
unless we know that they are troe. Let us not send out
speeches to undermine the confidence the people ought to have,
and that they do have, lest they be deprived of that greatest
of all boons, confidence in their Government, love of their
country, confidence in the men they have trusted again and
again to come herz and make our laws.

Mr. TILLMAN. Before the Senator takes his seat, I should
like to ask him a question. The Senator said that there was an
agitation for revision and that both parties put it in their plat-
forms. As I recollect it, both the presidential candidates de-
clared before the election that if they were successful an extra
session of Congress would be called to revise fhe tariff. Presi-
dent Taft said it and Mr. Bryan said it. The Senator seemed
to be very much hurt because the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
RAayNER] said yesterday that we had fooled the people or that
somebody was going to fool the people. Anyhow, something was
said about being fooled, and the Senator from North Dakota
took umbrage at that. Does the Senator understand that the
tariff was to be revised up or down?

Mr. JOHNSON of North Dakota. I will try and answer that.
I am not an authority on a Democratic tariff.

AMr. TILLMAN. It is not a guestion of a Democratic tariff.
It is a Nepublican tariff that we are discussing now, and I want
a categorieal answer. Is it the understanding of the Senator
in reference to revision that it was the purpose of the people
that the tariff should be revised down or up?

Mr. JOHNSON of North Dakota. If you will just be a little
bit patient——

Mr. TILLMAN. Surely.

AMr. JOHNSON of North Dakota (continuing). I will answer
that. As you know on this floor it is not customary to answer
“ .‘,es " or " no.”

AMr. TILLMAN. I do not ask the Senator to answer “yes”
or *no.” Let him answer in his own way, just so he answers.
Do not dodge.

AMr. JOHNSON of North Dakota. Just so. We had two plat-
forms. The Democratic party were unequivocal. They stood
on a platform in favor of revision and revision downward in
every case, and commencing with the necessaries of life.

Mr. TILLMAN. We take that as a fact. Go ahead.

Mr, JOHNSON of North Dakota. Now, see how it would
work. Ior instance, we laid a tariff on barley.

The nicest barley I ever saw in my life I saw a man who is
now a Member of Congress buy in Dakota. The farmers
shoveled it into a car and delivered it on board the car, and he
paid 11 cents a bushel for the nicest barley I ever saw.

I was on the committee where I had it in my power to have
part of the say as to what should be the duty on barley. I felt
like this. The highest price of barley I had ever known was
45 cents a bushel. My colleagues on that committee were very
kind and said: “ JoENSON, you are a farmer; you know what
the farmers want; can we by our legislation help the farmers?
Make the duty on barley just where it onght to be. Put it at 30
cents if it needs that.,” My idea was to erect a tariff wall of
80 cents a bushel. That was 300 per cent duty on barley. My
idea was that no man then living would ever live to see the day
when one bushel of barley would be imported over that high
wall. That committee made certain peaks stick away up. If
I had a profile map of the tariff, the highest peak on the profile
map would be barley at 300 per cent.

The Democrats in tearing down this wall would hit barley
first. Then they would hit wool and hit potatoes and hay and
such things as that. 3

In our platform we promised that if the Ameriean people
trusted us with power we would revise the tariff not univer-
sally down, not blindly ignorart, without any sense of right or
rhyme or reason, whether it ought to go down or not, but we
made the rule that any manufacturer and jobber himself could
apply as well as we could, AIl these men want to know is
what is the rate to be. They say that is a matter we want
settled. Just let us know and we will arrange this matter
without the everlasting waiting and uncertainty; we want
something to guide us in this business,

We favored this rule: That we would revise the tariff in
such a way that we would compensate the home industry the
difference between the cost of production at home and abroad.
That does not say whether it is up or down. In some cases it
will be up and in some cases it will be down.

1 heard Mr. Taft, the candidate of the Republican party, make
a speech at Fargo during the same campaign, and he explained
that, and he told us there, and he told us on the rostrum here,
when he was inaugurated, that he thought this would mean in
most instances a revision downward, but in some cases it might
be upward, and either in a speech made in that same week, I
either heard it or read it in a newspaper, he said we might have
to revise upward in some instances, and that glassware and
crockery might come under that head.

We adopted a platform that laid down our rule, and it is our
duty as brave men to carry out that rule on the floor of this
House, if it requires us to slightly raise the tariff in some few
instances where the foreigner has taken away our market.
That is the rule under which we are working, and we acquit
ourselves entirely of the trust that is laid in our hands if we go
back to our people and say that we have faithfully and con-
scientionsly enacted into law the platform on which we were
elected ; and according to our convictions we did our duty.

Mr. McCUMBER obtained the floor.

Mr, TILLMAN. - Mr. President——

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield to the Senator from South Caro-
lina for a question.

Mr. TILLMAN. The Senate of the United States has some-
times been charged, and I myself have indulged in that criti-
cism, that we can play the game of “how not to do it" with
very great skill here. I want to congratulate the Senate upon
getting worthy recruits. He is one of the most skillful men in
not answering questions who has ever come into this body.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, that is always a question,
of course, of opinion. I would beg possibly to differ with my
friend from South Carolina upon that proposition, but I do not
care about going into that question at the present time.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from North Dakota is
entitled to the floor.

Mr. McOUMBER. Mr. President, I stated that I would dis-
cuss to some extent the Inmber schedule. But when a protec-
tionist gives his vote against the protection of any particular
article it is very proper that he should indulge a little in the
discussion of the principles which justify him in taking that
stand.

A great many of my protection friends upon this floor have
scarcely been able to see how we could ask a protection along
one line without granting it along every other line. But there
is not a Senator here who will not vote, and some have perhaps
voted many times, for a free list. He has some standard that
guides him in determining what ought to be and what ought
not to be upon the protected list of industries.
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The most ardent protectionist believes that some articles
should be on the free list. He may believe that the greatest
good to the greatest number demands that certain raw material
should not be compelled to pay a duty. I may believe that the
interest of all the American people, present and future, demands
that certain of our great resources, now being rapidly exhausted,
should be conserved as long as possible by allowing free im-
portations of like produects.

Mr. President, purely from a revenue standpoint we possibly
could have selected no more inopportune time to revise our
tariffs than during the year 1909. Our expenses in the last year
bhave probably been greater than in any other year of the history
of the country. Our income has been less than it has been for
several years last past.

We have appropriated for this year on the basis of the in-
come of 1007 from our tariff schedules. So we see the diffi-
culties that arise in fixing proper rates.

Tariff revision this year is universally understood to mean
revision downward. The public expect, and have a right to
expect, from every public address made in the last political
campaign, that there will be a general reduction in our tariff
duties. Why? Because they understood and believed, as a rule,
that the Dingley tariff was altogether too high and that rates
could be reduced on many articles without serious injury to the
protected business. So the public, I think, reasonably expected
from all of the arguments that were made during the last cam-
paign that, generally, the revision would be downward.

Congress in responding to the duty that is imposed upon it
by the American public is charged with three particular things.
What are they? First, and superior to every other question,
is the question of protection. That stands preeminently far
above the idea of revising downward or on a horizontal scale or
revising upward. The first duty that is imposed upen the
American Congress, if I understand the voice of the American
people, is that this country shall still go forward under the ban-
ner of protection.

The second proposition, and that is subservient to the first,
notwithstanding that our Democratic friends seem to think that
it should be first, is that we should revise downward, but always
maintaining a sufficient wall against foreign importations to
protect the American manufacturer, the American farmer, and
the American laborer.

The third duty that is imposed upon this Congress is to raise
sufficient revenue to conduct the affairs of the Government when
economically and properly administered.

So, Mr. President, you will naturally see that the duty is
somewhat difficult and complex to meet all these particular re-
quirements. If freed from any other proposition except that of
revising the tariff downward, we would have a very simple
proposition which we could dispose of in a very short time.

That simple method of disposing of the tariff schedules was
indulged in in 1894. We simply revised downward, and the
result was instantaneous. Every industry in the United States
immediately went downward. One-third of them went into the
dust never to revive again until we changed that law. The
other two-thirds worried along in a crippled condition during
the existence of that law and until a Republican administration
was voted in by the American people in 1896. That same simple
method of voting everything downward left its wake of desti-
tution from the Gulf to boundary line and from ocean to ocean.
Every industry in the country felt the depressing influence.

Mr. President, while I do not believe that this bill is a perfect
bill and while I believe that some of the schedules are still too
high and while I shall do my very best to lower some of them,
I do believe that for the most part we have reduced the rates
as far as we can reduce them with safety.

I may be mistaken upon any of those schedules, and although
a member of this committee, I am perfectly free to say that if
any Senator here can convince me that any one of the schedules
is so high that it is prohibitive or so high that it allows the
manufacturer to enforce an exorbitant price for his product
upon the American people, I will be ready to vote that duty
down to a simple and proper protective basis.

Mr. President, I have been much impressed in many respects
in the maftter of the revision of these tariffs, I have never had
any experience heretofore in working along that line, but what
has impressed me most and has been brought home to me most
vividly is the fact that there are so many ardent, strong, force-
ful protectionists throughout the entire Southern States, when
I had always believed that they were either free traders or
advocates of a tariff for revenue. I find in fact a stronger spirit
for protection pervading the Southern States than I find in my
own strong Republican State of North Dakota.

Mr. President, our friends on the other side have discussed
the lumber schedule and some few other schedules considerably
more than they have been discussed on this side, and in their
discussion they have asked for the highest kind of protective
duties, and yet they declare that all they are asking is a tariff
for revenue only. But in every argument that has been made
on the other side of the aisle there has been placed before
the Senate the one great proposition overshadowing all others—
that of protecting our laborers, our indusiry. My friend from
Mississippi [Mr. McLavuriN], my friend from Florida [Mr.
FrercHER], who spoke this morning upon the cotton and other
schedules, and every Senator who has spoken upon the lumber
schedule on the other side, have declared that if we lower
these duties we necessarily will close up some of their mills
and that we will drive their laborers out of employment. Mr.
President, if that is not protective doectrine, then I confess I
have never learned what protection means, though I have dis-
cussed it pro and con for many years. If the tariff operates
to protect any industry against foreign competition, no matter
whether the duty is 5 per cent ad valorem or 500 per cent ad
valorem, it is a protective duty; and there is no use of our
hiding behind terms and calling it a tariff for revenue only.
Every tariff is a tariff for revenue. Every tariff which pro-
tects—I care not to what extent it protects—against foreign
importation is a protective tariff.

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Smita of Michigan in the
chair). Does the Senator from North Dakota yield to the
Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. McCUMBER. In one moment. My Southern friends
agree with me upon that principle and can make a better Re-
publican protective-tariff speech than I am able to make my-
self.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota now yield to the Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. McCUMBER. Always, with pleasure. -

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President, I am bound to say that the
criticism of the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCuMBER]
is in a great degree just. It simply illustrates what we have
learned to call “the zeal of new converts;” but I want to say
to him also that a tariff for revenue with incidental protection
is good Democratie doctrine. Does the Senator not acknowl-
edge that? We have got very badly mixed here.

Mr. McCUMBER. But the moment that it is protection,
incidental or otherwise, it is a protective tariff.

Mr. TILLMAN. It can not be if it brings in revenue and is
designed——

Mr. McCUMBER. All protective tariffs bring in revenue.

Mr. TILLMAN (continuing). And is designed specifically
for revenue. But I started out to say that we are getting very
badly mixed here, and it is pretty hard to tell the sheep from
the goats. [Laughter.] I heard yesterday a very admirable
speech on the lumber schedule, which was a Democratic speech,
from the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NELsoxn].

Mr. McCUMBER. I think the reason for this condition is
that on the Senator’s side they are all getting to be sheep.

Mr. TILLMAN., I do not know. If the Senator wants to
assume that he is a sheep and I am a goat, he is welcome to
distinguish us in that way.

Mr. McCUMBER. I will not designate the Senator a goat,
but as a real sheep; certainly not a lamb.

Mr. TILLMAN. I was just saying that the Senator from
Minnesota gave us a very fine Democratic speech yesterday
on the lumber schedule, and the Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. Srmmons] I thought gave us a very good Republican
speech on the same schedule; and we have listened to the
Senator from Florida [Mr. Frercaer] this morning, wanting
everything that Florida produces protected, and it was a very
thorough Republican speech, from my standpoint.

Mr. McCUMBER. A splendid Republican speech.

Mr. TILLMAN. As I have said, we are getting very badly
mixed; and I am afraid, before we get through, there will not
be trough enough for all the hogs to get their snouts into it.
[Laughter.]

Mr. McCUMBER. There is one thing of which the Senator
from South Carolina can feel certain, and that is, that his
State will have an opportunity to reach the trough.

Mr. TILLAMAN. I have observed that it is the desire and
ambition of his life, on the part of the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. ArpricH], to inveigle or bamboozle or wheedle or
persuade, or whatever other instrumentality he may use,
enough Southern Demoecrats, so-called or actual, to clamor for
protection on some little item in the bill which will give them
some little part of this swill. [Laughter.] I am reminded of
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a scene which I have witnessed in the past, when I was on the
farm and was feeding pigs. The pretense of a protective tariff
is that we must have our “ infant industries” protected against
foreign pauper labor. All of us who are acquainted with farms
and farming know that young pigs do need a little help about
weaning time, and a good farmer will provide a trough apart
from the herd of hogs, a kind of pen, for instance, with a little
trough in it, in which he will feed these youngsters just when
the mother has ceased to care for them. That is protecting an
infant industry. If he is a good farmer, he will continue to
feed those pigs along until they have reached a period when
the greatest profit in the food going into the meat will have
arrived, and then he will slaughter them. But his trough will
have to grow in length and in depth and in width and other-
wise. He will have to provide an increase of food, but the
good farmer will always stop feeding as soon as he has reached
a point where the food is merely turned into them to maintain
them without increase, leaving no profit.

Will the Senator from North Dakota contend that it is wise
policy and statesmanship for us, as Americans, to continue to
feed the hogs just because they are hogs? [Laughter.] In
other words, to protect these fellows with tusks as long as my
arm, like Carnegie and Schwab and that crowd?

Is there any honest pretense or excuse that in the iron
schedule the manufacturers of iron and steel rails, for instance,
now need any protection? Can we not prove by facts and
figures that we can manufacture steel cheaper than it can be
manufactured in France or in England? Was it not proved in
the bidding by the British Government for the construction of
a bridge at Atbara, some 10 or 12 years ago, that American
manufacturers of structural steel got the contract beeause they
conld beat the German, the Frenchman, and the Englishman?
Yet Carnegie, and Schwab and Corey and Gary, and that bunch,
have such control and influence, that the iron schedule is main-
tained at the maximum, away up yonder, far above any reason-
able and decent revision. What are these people but hogs with
their snouts in the troughs of the American taxpayer and
consumer? I say that we want a decent tariff; we want a tariff
which will levy enough on those things which can pay some-
thing like an equal proportion of the burden, judging by the
consumers, to give us what we need to support the Government
administered economically. That is my idea of a tariff, and, if
it protects anybody, let him get it. I will even go further. I
believe it is for the best interests of the people of this country
that we should produce everything that we can in America. But
there are certain things we can not produce, and why should
we pretend to levy tribute upon one-half or two-thirds or three-
fourths or nine-tenths of the people of the country to benefit a
few? That is your doctrine, and that is the difference between
genuine Democracy and Republicanism.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, it would be a pleasure
to follow up each line of argument that has been made by
the Senator from South Carolina; but if I did that it would
take considerable time that I desire to give to the particular
subject under discussion. The Senator’'s illustrations are gen-
erally apt. I think, however, they are a little off when he ac-
cuses all of his colleagues on that side, or the great majority of
them, of being bamboozled or wheedled over into the Republican
ranks. I will admit with the Senator that they are jumping
over each other in order to get upon the great American band
wagon of protection, but I believe they are doing it because they
think that it is for the best interests of the American people.
When I apply the policy of protection I try to apply it to all
the American people, because we are all producers and we are
all consumers, and a policy of protections which is properly
levied would help the producer on the one side who becomes the
consumer upon the other side. I know that the doctrine of
Demoecracy has been opposed to that. I know that your people
have declared again and again that the protective policy always
made some men rich, who are always the other people, and al-
ways made your own people poor. I have not found that to be
the case. I have never found a policy which helped one class
of the American people that did not help the other classes of
the American people.

We may divide this country practically into two great
classes—those whom we will call the agricultural class, who
produce things to eat, and the manufacturing class, who produce
things to wear and to shelter us. The $40,000,000,000, or there-
abouts, of American internal commerce is the trade of one thing
for another, the trading of things to eat for things to wear and
ghelter.

The value of any product, as every thinking man must know,
is fixed by the demand in the field of consumption and not the
value in the field of production. If you have nothing but desti-

tution and poverty at the place of consumption, you will not
secure very high prices for your goods at the place of produc-
tion. If the farmers of this country raise 600,000,000 bushels
of wheat for a home consumption that will take up every bushel
of it they are far better off than they would be if they had to
force their product into foreign countries against the production
of the entire world, and I hope the time is not far distant, Mr.
President, when we will not export one bushel of grain or flour.
I believe that time is very near at hand. If the farmer's crop
fails or if he gets poor prices for his crop, he is just that much
crippled in buying the manufacturer's products and the manu-
facturer suffers accordingly. If, on the other hand, by the
adoption of a policy which takes away protection to our manu-
facturing industries, we close our mills and factories and pau-
perize half of our population, the natural consumers of the
farmer’'s products, the farmer will suffer just to the extent of
the injury that is inflicted upon the manufacturing class.

I want a policy that will help both sides. I deny that any
political policy can make one-half of the American people rich
and the other half poor at the same time. Why, my friend, re-
turning to your hog proposition, that Democratic fallacy is no
more of a fallacy than the declaration that the farmer can feed
his grown pig in such a manner that he will grow fat on one
side and lean on the other side at the same time. [Laughter.]
The one is a physical, the other an industrial impossibility. Any
just policy that will hold for higher prices to the American
people throughout is a policy that we are bound to follow.

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. McCUMBER. With pleasure.

Mr. TILLMAN. I should like to call the Senator’s attention
to this phase of the hog proposition, and ask him a question.
Does ma hog ever get grown? Does he ever quit putting on flesh
and fat?

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, the American people have
not reached their ultimate growth.

Mr. TILLMAN. No, but some of our industries have,

Mr. McCUMBER. The American people do need to be pro-
tected as long as they are growing. One industry alone does
not make up all of the industries of the American people. Thera
may be a duty upon the steel industry to-day that is too high,
and if the Senator will show me wherein one single schedule is
beyond a reasonable protective point when we come to the dis-
cussion of those schedules, then I certainly will vote with him.
I have not time to take up each schedule now, and I purpose
to speak of only one proposition.

Mr. TILLMAN. I want to ask again, Does a hog ever get
grown?

Mr. McCUMBER. The American people, if you want to
apply the hog proposition to them, have not attained their full
growth yet.

Mr. TILLMAN. I understand that; but that is a neat dodge
of the Senator so as not to answer the direct question.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, everybody dodges anything
that the Senator from South Carolina wants to get hold of.

Mr. TILLMAN. Sometimes a goed many of you have
dodged.

Mr. McCUMBER. The only simon-pure honest man in the
whole world is the Senator from South Carolina. I have dis-
cussed, and other Senators have discussed, this question very
often with the Senator from South Carolina, and again and
again he has spoken from his seat challenging the integrity of
every Senator who may possibly disagree with him upon any
possible subject. I do wish that for once in his life the Senator
would get it out of his mind that the Lord Almighty has tied
up all of the sincerity and honesty in the world in his hide. It
is not true. There are other men that can be sincere, Mr. Presi-
dent, who disagree with the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. TILLMAN. Now, Mr. President, will the Senator permit
me? ;

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. McCUMBER. With pleasure, always.

Mr. TILLMAN. I leave it to my colleagues here whether or
not the eriticism which has just been passed upon me of being
egotistical and having self-idolatry and vanity enough to as-
sume that I am the only honest man is true or not. I asked
the Senator the plain question, Did he know whether a hog
ever gets grown or not, and he ought to be man enough to say
“ yes » or e BO.”'

Mr. McCUMBER. If the Senator, a cornfield lawyer, does not
know to-day when a hog gets its growth, I shall not try to
instruet him.
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Mr. TILLMAN. Yes, but if the Senator from North Dakota,
who is not a cornfield lawyer, but another kind of lawyer, has
not got courage enough or honesty enough to answer a plain
question “yes"” or “ no,” we all know what he means by it.

Mr., McCUMBER. Oh, Mr. President, the reason I do not
answer is that I am not going to tell the Senator that h-o-g
spells hog. I presume that he has gone through his primer long
ago and does not need to ask of intelligent men questions of
that kind that are as unworthy of answer as his last declaration
is unworthy of the Senator that utters it.

Now, Mr. President, I will return to another matter that has
been suggested by the Senator from South Carolina ; and that is,
that these men from the South are new converts and, like all
new converts, always go to extremes. They have been new con-
verts, and they do go to extremes. I can not imagine how any
one of them who lived in the United States from 18903 to 1897
could help being a convert to any kind of a new political faith;
and, being converts, I will excuse them for their excessive zeal,
because, like all converts to any new political faith or to any
new creed or ism, they always carry their doctrines beyond
those of the old school. They are going to vote and preach for
policies of protection that even Republicans would blush to urge.

Mr. President, with the breaking up of the old party lines
upon the principal question that has heretofore divided the two
great political parties—the principle of protection—and with
the force and energy of the Democracy bearing in favor of high
tariff, it seems to me that it is most pertinent and proper that
we should return to first principles to guide us in our future
ag:oil in the fixing of any particular rate upon any particular
article.

YWhat are the principles that constitute the foundation of our
Republican doctrine of protection? We seem to have forgotten
them on both sides of this Chamber. Those principles have
been reiterated again and again in almost every political cam-
paign wherein that question has been raised. What are they?
They are, first, the development of an industry that is capable
of development. There is the first proposition. If an industry
is incaps"le of development, if it is incapable of expansion, then
there is no reason in the world for having a protective duty
applied to that particular industry. I may go further and
agree with my friend from South Carolina that if an industry,
having been protected during a number of years, has reached
the limit of expansion and, by reason of the exhaustion of the
raw material, is bound to reach a state of extinction in a very
ghort time, then the principle of protection has no further appli-
cation whatever to that particular industry.

The second principle is that by expansion and development
there will ultimately follow decreased cost to the consumer.
We can not allow ourselves to forget that the consumers of any
one article must necessarily vastly exceed in number the pro-
ducers of such article, and the system which will continually
compel the greater number to pay a tribute to the few without
a corresponding benefit must be inequitable and umjust. In
other words, the compensation to the consumer for the payment
of an extra price to the producer to-day is that he shall be
called upon to pay a less price than he otherwise would to-
IMOIToW.

So far, nearly every article on which a duty has been levied
has responded to that idea, has resulted in such diminished
cost to the consumer that to-day all the comforts and nearly
all of the luxuries are within the grasp of men and women of
moderate earning capacity. -

Or, placing it in another form, a given amount of expended
labor produces more comforts and more luxuries to-day than
ever before in the history of the world; and to the principle of
protection is due the credit for these blessings.

I shall not stop to discuss here the reason for it now. The
truth will be brought home to us most vividly by the imme-
diate enhancement of values whenever a single industry is
crowded out of existence.

But whenever, by reason of the exhaustion of the raw ma-
terial out of which any article is manufactured, the price must
become more and more to the customer, the reason for the
protection falls, and with it should fall the duty which is given
that protection.

The third principle is that protection gives employment to
our own people. But here again it can only be justified when
such employment can either be increased by the protection or
at least remain stationary.

There is no economic gain which decreases the opportunity
for future employment in an exact ratio to the increase of
present employment. There is no principle of protection which
will sacrifice the immediate future to the present.

From each and all of these principles follow a deduction
that is as mathematically correct as that 3 and 2 make b.
That deduction expressed in a simple proposition is this: No
resources of the country which when once utilized can not
be reproduced, and which are certain of exhaustion in a compara-
tively few years, should be protected against importations. No
tariff should be levied upon iron, coal, oll, or timber where a duty
upon any one of these articles contravenes every principle of
the protective policy of the Nation,

First, because production is incapable of expansion without
corresponding exhaustion.

Second, because, as we near exhaustion, the values necessarily
increase and can not decrease.

Third, because, instead of increasing employment of labor, the
final result is to discontinue employment of labor entirely.

Mr. President, if it is true that we are certain to exhaust our
timber supply in a very few years, then there can be no justi-
fication for a protective policy applied to that timber for the
purpose of expanding the industry. The proposition that we
will have cheaper lumber by greater expansion and develop-
ment of business gives way to the economie prineiple that we
will have higher lumber by reason of exhaustion of the raw
material of which it is composed. There are other reasons for
placing lumber upon the free list.

Mr. PILES. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. McCUMBER. With pleasure.

Mr. PILES. I want to see if I understood the Senator cor-
rectly. I take it from his argument that he believes the re-
moval of the duty on lumber would conserve the forests. Is
that the Senator’s position?

Mr. McCUMBER. I certainly do. I will touch on that point
a little further on. I have heard the arguments on the other-
side, and I will balance what I have to say on my side against
the proposition which I know the Senator has in his mind, that
cheap lumber means the waste of a great portion of every tree
that is cut.

Mr. PILES. As I understand, the Senator argues—and I
heard him say yesterday—that the timber supply would be ex-
hausted within thirty years. I understand him to argue to-day
that it wounld be better for the present generation to work at
reduced wage in the mills and the woods for the next thirty
years, just to continue our lumber business.

Mr. McCUMBER. Oh, no; Mr. President. I have never
thought for one momeift, nor do I believe now, with the con-
sumption of a raw product which is becoming absolutely ex-
tingunished at the rate, at least in my opinion—the increase of
population considered—of 5 per cent per year, that it can ever
go down to such a price that it will not give reasonable employ-
ment to labor o long as it lasts,

Mr, PILES, But does not the Senator admit——

Mr. SCOTT. AMr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To whom does the Senator
from North Dakota yield?

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield to either.
first.

Mr. SCOTT. I wish to ask the Senator from North Dakota
if he could not find something else that we have in West Vir-
ginia which he thinks should not be protected? The good Lord
made it possible for us to find oil and coal and iron ore
and lumber in:.my State. It was His great privilege to give
the Dakotas a great soil—6 or 8B feet thick—on which they
can raise grain for a great many years. The Senator, I sup-
pose, thinks the Lord diseriminated in his favor and against
us, because we happen to be a mountainous State filled with
minerals, with oil, with coal, Iumber, and that therefore we
should have no protection; that he should have 70 per cent on
barley and an additional protection on grain, and of course we
are not to be considered in any revision, except merely to put
us out of business. I suppose the Senator thinks that the Lord
did not intend for anybody to live in West Virginia.

He wants free nails, free iron and steel products of all kinds,
free lumber, free coal, free oil out in North Dakota, and at the
same time pleads that the products of his State must be placed
on the dutiable list. Mr, President, I believe in protection that
protects everywhere. As I said at length in the Senate, on
Tuesday, I would extend to the products of every State, agri-
cultural or manufactured, the same protection I ask to be given
to the products of the State of West Virginia—agricultural or
manufactured. I can not understand why a Senator in favor of
protection desires the produocts of his own State taken care of
and the products of another State placed on the free list. I

I do not eare which is
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believe that protection should protect the American people as a
whole and not the ecitizens of one State at the expense of the
citizens of another.

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator's excessive duty on barley,
70 per cent, and the like, agrecs entirely with the excessive
idea he has concerning the condition of the State of West Vir-
ginia, I listened to an argument from the Senator himself the
other day about those bleak hills in West Virginia. He had
them covered with sheep and with cattle, some of the best
cattle in the world, whose excellent meat was to supply the
plate of King Iidward, and sheep that excelled anything else in
the United States.

Mr. SCOTT. That is true.

Mr. McCUMBER. And other agricultural products—and
ﬁctp;\lr hc;]says they have not anything but coal and wood and a

e oil.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the Senator must not misguote
me. I did not say we had nothing else.
~ Mr. McCUMBER. That was the conclusion I rather

rew——

Mr. SCOTT. Yes; that you drew.

Mr. McCUMBER (continuing). From the Senator’s argument.

Now let us see. I did not intend to reach that point just at
this moment, but I may as well take it up right now, because
my friends on the other side have again and again asked us
why we who are asking for protection on our agricultural
products are not willing to give them protection for timber and
coal and oil and iron. I have already given the fundamental
reasons—because, I answer, protection upon any one of those
articles, when they are about to be exhausted, contravenes
every principle of the Republican doctrine of protection. That
is an answer in itself.

But, Mr. President, I want to take up the Senator’'s challenge
along another line. His people probably manufacture wire nails
there. They probably manufacture iron products. They prob-
ably manufacture cutlery and a thousand other iron products,
and we have given protection higher upon those products than
upon any agricultural products in the United States. We are
giving upon some of those things protection whereby the
domestic manufacturers have not only the entire trade of the
United States on wire nails, but we have in addition enabled
them to sell the product abroad year in and year out cheaper
than they are sellipg it to us, and if the Senator wants any
more of a sacrifice than that on the part of the great agri-
cultural community, I do not know what it can be.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. McCUMBER. In just one moment. I want to say we
stand for protection upon every article which can be produced
and reproduced again and again, but, as I stated yesterday, you
can reproduce your nails, your wire, your fabrics, many times
a year; and I will protect them. We can produce our crops
but once during that time, and we ask protection upon them;
but I want to tell the Senator that if it took us a hundred years
to raise an ear of corn, as it takes a hundred years to produce
that tree you cut this year, we would not ask for protection
against importations.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. McCUMBER. With pleasure, Mr. President.

Mr. HEYBURN. I should like to inquire of the Senator from
North Dakota if he has estimated the decrease in the amount
of timber that would be cut here had we free timber in this
country?

Mr. McCUMBER. Yes; I have to a certain extent.

Mr. HEYBURN. What would it be?

Mr. McCUMBER. We are using now for lumber about forty
and one quarter billion board feet. We are at present import-
ing about nine hundred million feet from Canada. I am not
certain that with a reduction of the tariff we would import
more from Canada——

Mr. HEYBURN. Then——

Mr. McCUMBER. One moment. If removing the duty does
not increase the importations from Canada, then it will not
injure the American trade. If it does increase the importations
from Canada, then we would save just to the extent that we
increase the importations, assuming we would use about the
same proportion of lnmber each year per capita.

Mr, HEYBURN. I should like to ask the Senator if in his

judgment the wages paid in this country to the people engaged
in the lumbering business would be decreased by free lumber?

Mr. McCUMBER. If we increased the importations from
Canada 20 per cent, we would naturally decrease the production
here 20 per cent, and if we decrease the production we would
naturally affect labor to that extent.

Mr. HEYBURN. I will ask the Senator if this proposition
has occurred to him: Does it decrease the forests of this
country any more rapidly if men work for a dollar a day less
than if they received the standard wages? Would it affect
the question of the exhaustion of the timber?

Mr. McCUMBER. Yes; it would affect the question of the
exhaustion of the timber, because the greater the price for the
timber in this country, naturally the greater would be the in-
clination to produce it, and as you increased the production
you would naturally devastate our forests at the same ratio.

Mr. HEYBURN. 1 should like to ask another guestion, if
the Senator will pardon me.

Mr. McCUMBER. I am always glad to get suggestions.

Mr. HEYBURN. Does the Senator contemplate that under
free lumber the amount of lumber coming into this country
would be greater than under existing conditions?

Mr. McCUMBER. I have already answered that.

Mr. HEYBURN. The quantity of Iumber?

Mr. McCUMBER. I have already answered that. I believe
that the quantity of lumber coming into this country would be
slightly increased.

Mr. HEYBURN. Would the decreased production in this
country tend to diminish profits and diminish the rates of
labor?

Mr. McCUMBER. If we had inexhaustible forests, that rea-
son would be a good and valid one, but inasmuch as we have
not inexhaustible forests, there are other things more important
to the American people to-day than the little price added as a
compensation to those engaged in slaughtering our forests.

Mr. HEYBURN. I should like to ask another question.
Would the forests be more rapidly exhausted, in the judgment
of the Senator, at a wage rate of $2 a day than at $3 a day?

Mr. McCUMBER. I think I have answered that. I have
answered it twice, I think. I can answer it a third time., The
higher the price of lumber in this country the more rapidly,
other things being equal, will be the exhaustion of the forests
of this country, to reap the higher price.

Mr. HEYBURN. I will ask the Senator only one other ques-
tion. Is this country producing more lumber than it needs to
maintain existing conditions of prosperity?

Mr. McCUMBER. This country is not only producing practi-
cally all we use in the United States, except less than
1,000,000,000 feet, but it is also shipping abroad and out of this
country a great many million feet.

Mr. SCOTT. Before the Senator returns to his set speech,
may I ask him a question?

Mr. McCUMBER. I will say to the Senator I have no set

speech.

Mr. SCOTT. I hoped the Senator had. Does the Senator
think if the duty were taken off lumber entirely it would
cheapen it to the consumer?

Mr. McCUMBER. I intended to come to that as I go along,
but I may just as well answer it now.

Mr. SCOTT. There is another question I wish to ask. I will
put them both in one.

Mr. McCUMBER. Very well.

Mr. SCOTT. When, some years ago, we took the duty off of
coal, did it lessen the price to the consumer in North Dakota?

Mr. GALLINGER. Or in New England?

Mr. SCOTT. Yes.

Mr. McCUMBER. Preceding that condition we had a tie-up
in our mines, which made coal extremely scarce for a while, and
naturally while those conditions prevailed we would hardly ex-
pect coal to go down, either in the Dakotas or anywhere else, to
an appreciable extent.

Mr. PILES and Mr. ELKINS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To whom does the Senator
from North Dakota yield?

Mr, McCUMBER. I will yield first to the Senator from
Washington. -

Mr. PILES. Before you get away from that subject, I want
to get the Senator’s attention to this point. The Senator said a
moment ago that substantially whatever the importations from
Canada were would save that much of the forests of the United
States, and that would conserve our timber. I desire to ask the
Senator if he does not know that the real struggle here is, on the
part of Canada, to invade the American market with her low-
grade material? Does he not know that in 1894 Canada issued a
campaign document in which she showed to the people of the
Canadian provinces that by reason of the reduction of the duty
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on white pine to $1 Canada saved from 30 to 50 per cent of her
common lumber, which she admitted through her government
officials they had wasted in the forests; and if, as a matter of
fact, the removal of the duty on lumber does not mean wasting
from 30 to 50 per cent of the lumber that the American people
own in American forests, because it simply gives to Canada the
market for that rough lumber which we would have?

Mr. McCUMBER. During all the time of our tariff upon
lumber, we have increased our exportations into Canada at a
greater per cent than the importations from Canada have in-
creased.

Mr, PILES. Yes, but—

Mr. McCUMBER. A moment. Canada still exports more
into this country than we export into her country. But we are
gaining over her exports to this country year by year under the
present conditions, and we are outstripping her three to one in
all the foreign markets of the world.

Mr. PILES. In the first place, the Senator from North
Dakota, who has evidently investigated this question, knows
that it is the higher grades of lumber produced in this country
and not in existence in Canada that Canada takes from us. Let
me give you an illustration right there.

Mr. McCUMBER. Shingles.

Mr. PILES. He is endeavoring to put shingles on the free
list, for instance. Canada sold to us more than $2,000,000
worth last year, and we sold her $8,073 worth.

Mr. McOUMBER. I am very glad to have the Senator call
my attention to that subject. Canada is giving the Americans
a better grade of shingles than our producers are giving us.

Mr. PILES. I will reach the shingle question——

Mr. McCUMBER. I will reach it now.

Mr. PILES. All right.

Mr. McCUMBER. 8She is giving us a better grade than we
are producing at home, a higher-priced grade, and we have been
paying a higher price for them. Why? Because she has taken
greater care in the selection and in the making of the grades
than our American mills do.

Let me tell the Senator what happened a short time ago out
in his own State. The shingle makers got together and dis-
cussed the tariff question, and they solemnly resolved that if
we lowered the duties upon the shingle schedule in the United
States they would do what? They would make better shingles.
That is all.

Mr. PILES. Let me ask the Senator——

Mr. McCUMBER. That is all they will have to do—separate
those shingles, give them the same care that is given at the
' Canadian mills in keeping the high grades together, and my
belief is that you will be able to hold the high grades as
against the Canadian importer.

Mr. PILES. But does not the Senator kmow that the shin-
gles in Canada—and I speak now particularly of British Co-
lumbia—are made of the very highest grade of cedar.

Mr. McCUMBER. Yes.

Mr. PILES. Whereas upon the very line of forest conserva-
tion of which the Senator has been speaking we go into our
logged-off land and cut down old stumps and make them into a
shingle that is just as good as the British Columbia shingle, but
not probably so good looking. We are conserving the forests,
extending the timber supply of the people of this country for
many years yet to come, while the Senator would want us to
destroy it in order to give our markets to Canada.

Mr. McCUMBER. Anyway, the American bnys British Co-
lumbia shingles at a higher price, I think, than he pays for
American shingles, because he regards them as a better se-
lected shingle.

There are three counties in the Senator's own State, as I un-
derstand, that have practically as good cedar as there is in
British Columbia. I am not certain it is just as good, but I
understand it is just as good timber for the manufacture of
ghingles, and they will be able to manufacture them

Mr, PILES. I should like to explain that to the Senator.

Mr. McCUMBER. I will say to the Senator I will take that
up logically in just a moment.

Mr, BEVERIDGE. Mr. President——

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Is it the Senator’s conclusion that if the
tariff was taken off Canadian shingles the American people
would get at a cheaper price those superior shingles, which they
must buy anyhow?

Mr. McCUMBER. Without discussing the gquestion whether
ithe price would be cheaper or higher, because I believe lumber
is going to the skies anyway, no matter what we may do, I be-

lieve that we would get a better class of shingles probably for
the same price.

Mr. ELKINS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from West Virginia?

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly.

Mr. ELKINS. I wish to ask the Senator a question. I be-
lieve it is his theory that because when you cut down a tree it
is destroyed forever, therefore lumber should be put on the free
list; that the tree is utferly destroyed and extinguished and
can not be reproduced ; that any article or product that by use
is extinguished ordestr:oyed. such as coal, oil, and lumber, should
not be protected, but its existence prolonged by bringing in such
articles and products from foreign countries.

Mr. McCUMBER. The tree can not be reproduced in any
reasonable length of time, and can only be reproduced at enor-
mous expense.

Mr. ELEINS. With the Senator's consent——

Mr. PILES. I should like—

Mr. ELKINS. Wait.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. McCUMBER. I can yield to only one at a time.

Mr. ELKINS. And the Senator declares as the reason for
putting a duty on barley and wheat is that they can be repro-
duced every year.

Mr. McCUMBER. The same as upon wire nails and a thou-
sand other articles,

Mr. ELKINS. Wait. You can not eat wire and nails,

Mr. McCUMBER. You consume them. You can not eat lum-
ber.

Mr. ELKINS. How does the Senator reconcile this situation
or condition: The soil that produces wheat, barley, and oats
gives out. Forty or fifty years ago New York was a wheat-
producing country. Now you can not get wheat ont of the soil
of New York and not out of Ohio, West Virginia, or the older
States. Does it not occur to the Senator that the very soil in
his State which produces barley and wheat so wonderfully now
may give out, and it is certain to give out if the rule holds good
in his State as it has in others. And if it does, why should we
not apply to it his rule of not levying a duty? Why should not
barley, oats, wheat, and other farm products for the same
reason be put upon the free list, because the soil in his State
will give out ultimately? Its fertility is not assured, but is
temporary in its richness as in the other States.

Mr. McCUMBER. There are some pretty old countries in
this world which have had their soil cultivated for thousands
of years and yet the soil has not given out; and I maintain
that whenever the American people protect their soil as the
soil is protected in Germany, Holland, France, and Italy, and
in the little kingdom of Japan, we will never exhaust it. If
it is properly taken care of, as it is in Great Britain, it will
become better soil year after year instead of becoming ex-
hausted.

The second proposition is that even though we have te change
from wheat we will change to some other crop. But these
great mountain sides are fitted for no other purpose than to
grow timber for the purpose of conserving our waters; for the
purpose of maintaining our streams at the present flow; for
the purpose of checking floods; and for the purpose of pro-
tecting the mills that are run by those streams.

Mr. ELKINS. The Senator has admitted that the soil will
give out.

Mr. McCUMBER. No, I have not admitted anything of the
kind.

Mr. ELKINS. He has said they would change from barley
and wheat to something else; and he cites Great Britain. Great
Britain can not raise enough wheat to supply herself, nor can
any of the countries of Europe.

Mr. McCUMBER. Great Britain raises a great deal more
wheat to the acre than we do.

Mr. ELKINS. But she does not raise enough, and, as I
understand, her soil is exhausted, and restoring it is so expen-
sive that raising wheat and grain is not profitable.

Mr. McCUMBER. It is because she has too many people for
he;ll.'lttle territory that she does not raise sufficient.

T.
tion: Just because the timber industry is an expiring one, a
disappearing one, and can not last forever—although I do not
know what is in his mind as to the length of time, whether a
hundred or two hundred years—the investor in timber lands and
the lumber industry is not to enjoy any protection. I think
the case is parallel with the soil giving out, and that barley and

ELKINS. I want to submit to the Senator this propost-
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wheat will not last, and therefore every product in his State, if
you please, will pass away, and therefore should not be pro-
tected. In the wreck of matter and the crash of worlds this
earth and even the stars will give way and become dust, and
therefore we must not impose a duty upon anything not perma-
nent. Nothing is permanent; nothing will endure forever. So
your rule would apply to any article produced, because all arti-
cles or products must pass away. How long must a product
last to be entitled to protection? What number of years—fifty
years, a hundred years, or two hundred years? If it is going out
in five years, then it must not be protected and be open, free
to the world and foreign labor, and there must be no duty on
it—no protection. What is to become of the capitalists who have
invested in timber lands and sawmills and the people who de-
pend on the lumber industry? Are they not to be considered in
taking account of American industries? Take the capitalist
who invests his money and is ready to carry on the business.
Must he be stricken down because timber will some day give out
and is a disappearing industry?

Mr. McCUMBER. I can see a little bit of difference; pos-
sibly it is very slight to the Senator from West Virginia, but I
can see a considerable difference between thirty years from to-
day and that future time when the sun shall burn itself to
ashes. I can see a reason for applying a principle to conditions
as they exist to-day and to conditions as they are bound to exist
within a very few years, and applying it to some far-off period
beyond our imagination.

I am now going to hold to my text a little while. I want to
answer any question, but I do not want this address to consist
of questions and answers.

Recapitulating, I said that I object to a tariff duty on any
of those articles which once utilized become forever exhausted
to the American people, where the exhaustion is clearly within
the immediate future. Why? Because the iron, coal, timber,
and oil are bound to be exhausted in this country within a very
short time; because the industry is incapable of expansion
without a corresponding exhaustion; because the values in-
crease instead of diminish as we reach the period of exhaus-
tion; and finally because the ultimate result will be to
discontinue labor upon those articles entirely, and that within
a very short time,

Mr. President, when will this become exhausted? One of the
greatest speeches that I have ever read in my life, one full of
meat, one replete with warning to the American people, is the
address given by Mr, James J. Hill on the 3d day of Septem-
ber, 1906, upon the squandered resources of the American
people. In that address, in which he went very clearly and
fully into the subject, referring to very many treatises upon the
question of the exhaustion of these national resources, he an-
nounced that coal could not last over one hundred years, even at
the present rate of consumption; that available iron ore, at the
present rate of consumption, could not last more than fifty
years. I do not think that this comes from his address, but,
from the best information I can get, at the present rate of con-
sumption the lumber supply of this country will be exhausted
in about thirty years and the oil fields will be exhausted in any-
where from twenty to fifty years, depending upon the new fields

“that may possibly be found in other sections of the country.

Mr. President, from my view point I am forced, therefore, to
vote against a duty upon those particular articles unless I am
convinced that the duty will not check importations. I am a
little inclined to think that a small duty upon iron ore will
not check importations whatever. I know that no country upon
the face of the earth can compete with the United States Steel
Corporation in the production of iron ore along the shores of
Lake Superior. There may be certain points where there would
be some competition between the home production and the for-
eign production, but my conviction is that at those points the
importation would come in whether we put a small duty upon
it or not, and therefore I shall not object seriously to a small
duty upon iron ore. Such duty would be a revenue and not a
protective duty. I only want the duties to be so low that
exorbitant prices can not be charged.

Mr. President, I think with the exception of those four articles
I stand as strong a protectionist as any Member upon this
floor. If I differ in any way from those upon the Finance Com-
mittee on the question of duties, it is a difference upon the
application of what is the proper duty and not a difference
upon the question of protection itself.

There should be some rule, it seems to me, that should guide
us in the levying of a duty, and we seem to have forgotten
that rule entirely. What is it? It has been declared again
and again by the present occupant of the White House in his

addresses before the American public. It is that every duty
should measure the difference between the cost of the foreign
product and the cost of the same product in this country,
which, of course, will include a reasonable return upon the in-
vestment, and I may add that it ought to be enough more to
Justify the risk in the trade. We can not expect capital to
invest in any business if we simply say, “ We will not let you
make more than 6 or 8 or 10 per cent.”” If we were to state
the exact amount which they should receive as a reasonable
profit under favorable conditions, then we would be equally
bound to declare that we would make good those prices under
unfavorable conditions; and so that element should always be
kept sight of in the fixing of any tariff schedules.

This probably can better be illustrated than defined. We will
say that the raw material and labor upon an article produced
in a foreign country amounts to 90 cents. A reasonable return
upon the money invested and risk of investment we will say
would be 10 cents. That would make the foreign cost of the
article §1. Now we find that the cost of the raw material plus
the cost of labor in this country for the production of the
same article is $1.40, and that a reasonable return upon the
investment and risk is 10 cents. That would make the cost of
the article in this country $1.50. Eliminating the cost of trans-
portation, this would put the foreigner and the American upon
the same footing in the markets of our country. The tariff,
therefore, ought to be a sufficient amount above that to give the
American a preference in his home field. Ordinarily the differ-
ence in the cost of transportation will give him that preference.

A tariff based upon this principle never could become op-
pressive to the consumer. The American in the case cited
could make a reasonable profit by selling his article for $1.50.
Now the effect of a tariff just sufficent to be a protection will
always be to keep the purchase price of an article in this
country on a reasonable basis by a self-acting adjustment.
If the American should sell this article for $1.60 which he
can sell at a good profit at $1.50, the foreign merchant can
then afford to pay the tariff and make a reasonable profit.
And if such prices should be kept up for any length of time,
the influx of foreign goods would drive the price downward,
thus compelling the American manufacturer at all times to
sell for a reasonable price in order to hold the American field.
Of course if we make the tariff in the case cited 75 cents or $1
instead of 50 cents, the exorbitant prices could still be charged
without danger of importations. This condition we should
avoid.

Therefore, as a foundation for a perfect protective system in
this country, we ought to be armed with full information as to
comparative ‘cost of production of every article without and
within this country. For the most part we have not such facts
before us. I presume if one would go through the eight or ten
thousand pages of House hearings he could pick up considerable
along that line. But nothing is presented to us in an orderly,
logical, or accurate manner upon this most important subject.
As I am forced to act without the information which I would
like to have to aid me in the duty of fixing rates, I feel more
than ever the necessity of some commission or bureau whose
duty it shall be to ascertain these facts every year and keep
Congress informed upon them. I do not think we need a com-
mission to pass judgment on what we should do. Congress is
charged with the duty of exercising the judgment. We should
have a commission or bureau to furnish the facts upon which
the judgment could be based.

We are not, however, wholly without information along this
line. Assuming that the selling price of an article in any
country has some proper relation to the cost of production in
such country, we probably have information that might be called
a substitute for that bearing upon cost. A large portion of our
duties are ad valorem and we have, therefore, the selling price
at home and abroad which has been utilized in making up these
schedules.

If we can find any instance in which the spread between the
cost of production at home and abroad is more than enough
10 measure what would be a reasonable protection, I stand with
any Democrat or any Republican to reduce it down to what is
reasonable, but never below the protective principle upon the
basis of the present prices of wages.

I wish now to consider the duties imposed upon lumber, coal,
iron, and natural resources which, by use, become lost to the
country. Under my theory the protection of every article which
comes from the soil directly or indirectly and can be reproduced
again and again ought to be under good and sufficient protec-
tion. Hvery article of manufacture from our looms, every
fabrie, every one of the thousands upon thousands of manufac-
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tured articles should be amply protected. We pay at least
double the amount of wages to every laborer in the United
States that is paid in any other country in the world. That
higher priced labor necessarily places all articles which come
from labor upon a higher plane of value. In order to maintain
the higher price for the labor it is absolutely necessary to
maintain the higher price of the products. If the laborers of
this country as a whole produce no more than is consumed in
the country, very little gain would be had by reason of remain-
ing upon this plane of higher values for everything. But when-
ever as a whole the laborer produces much more than he pur-
chases, the high-priced value of the articles and his labor which
produced them must necessarily inure to his advantage. I
want to show that these rules have no application to those
articles which I have mentioned. .

Mr. President, the first great sovereign duty, a duty tran-
scending all political fealty or partisan affiliation, is the duty
of the Government to subserve the interests of the people.

As the first duty of the head of a family is to safeguard the
interest of the generation that is to succeed him, so also the
highest and most sacred duty of government is to conserve,
not alone for the next generation, but for all future genera-
tions undiminished, except so far as may be necessary for the
present, the great resources of the country.

I have no patience with the doctrine so often preached that
we owe nothing to the future; that the future must take care
of itself, and that it will undoubtedly find means to do so.

This is not alone our country. It belongs to our children's
children. We have the right to use it, but not the right to so
use it as to destroy its use to them. I know people still scoff
at the idea of conserving our great resources for the future and
call it “ pessimism."”

Great Britain long supposed that with her coal and iron she
would be able to rule the markets of the world. To-day her
mills are empty, her almshouses are filled to overflowing.
Destitution settles like an ominous cloud over that great
Empire. I read that an advertisement for a butler at $4.50
per week brought 4,500 answers. What is the trouble? Why
is she so unprosperous at a time when her German competitor
has been forging ahead at a most rapid pace? The answer is
the exhaustion of her available coal and iron. She must now
go so deep into the bowels of the earth that the added expense
of those two great products so necessary to her vast manufac-
turing purposes renders it impossible for her to produce at her
old rates, and her markets have left her. Here is an answer to
those who say: “ Let each generation take care of itself.”

Great Britain is in the condition where we will be the moment
we have exhausted all of our supplies, our natural resources,
and are depending entirely upon the foreign product. For my
part, Mr. President, I want to prolong that day just as long as
it is possible for me to do so.

Mr. President, prosperity makes us so optimistic that we
take no cognizance whatever of our destructive tendencies,
There is not a Senator here who can not remember the song—

Uncle Bam is rich enough
To buy us all a farm.

We kept that old song ringing in our ears until Uncle Sam
was compelled to pay millions upon millions of dollars to dig
irrigating ditches to make farms for his land-hungry people.

I have heard this idea about our inexhaustible natural re-
sources advanced ever since I can remember. It has been
preached up to the very present time. Then it suddenly dawned
upon us that all those resources could last but a few years.
Those people who were interested directly in the particular re-
sources were the first to discover that there was a shortage.
While the old songs were floating through the atmosphere these
men were working night and day to get hold of all the available
coal and oil fields, all the iron fields, and all the great forests
of the country. When too late, we find that our resources are
about exhausted, and the little left is in the hands of the few.
After we had denuded the old White Mountains of their forests,
after we had destroyed the timber upon the Appalachians, after
the farms were being washed away and destroyed and fires had
made a desert over this section, we comprehended our extrava-
gance. Then the Senator from New York [Mr. Derew] intro-
duces a bill that will cost this Government not millions, but
billions of dollars to reforest the Appalachian chain of moun-
tains and to produce the old conditions.

‘A herd of hungry steers in a cornfield destroying twice as
much as they consume but faintly illustrates the devastation
of the timber resources of this country for the past forty years.
And yet we are asked to continue the same policy unchecked
until the last tree is felled.

This, Mr, President, ought to be a vivid picture to those
people who say that there is no other duty the American people
owe to future generations except making higher prices for the
laborers engaged in the manufacture of lumber.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. McCUMBER. With pleasure.

Mr. GALLINGER. The Senator has figured out that unless
we have free lumber our lumber supply is to disappear in
twenty years.

Mr. McCUMBER. In thirty years.

Mr. GALLINGER. The Senator s=aid it was disappearing at
the rate of 5 per cent per year, and that would take twenty
years. Can the Senator tell us how large the lumber supply of
Canada is?

Mr. McCUMBER. I will before I get through.
figures here and I will give them.

Mr. GALLINGER. Is it correct that Canada has less than
half as much lumber as the United States?

Mr. McCUMBER. 1 think it is 14 per cent upon the moun-
tainous district of the West.

Mr. GALLINGER. If that is the supply we are to draw
from, how many years is it going to extend the time when the
United States will have lost its lumber product?

Again, if we have free lumber and we draw from Canada,
how long is Canada going to let us have any of her lumber?
She is going to protect herself. She is a wise country.

It seems to me that the Senator is not going to put the evil
day away very many years by his free-lumber proposition, but
is going to put out of employment, on the basis of 20 per cent
reduction, 160,000 American workingmen, and the capital they
represent. 4

Mr. McCUMBER. Oh, Mr. President, we gave employment
to the American laborers when lumber was 50 per cent cheaper
than it is to-day, only about seven years ago. We will probably
give reasonable employment to the laborers in the future. I am
not for one moment supposing that if we have free lumber we
are going to close up our mills. I am not supposing that we are
going to close a single mill, but I do believe that we will retard,
in the future, the growing rapidity of the destruction of our
American forests.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit
me, he has said that we will import 20 per cent from Canada.
If that be so, it must put out of commission 20 per cent of the
800,000 men who are now working in the lumber industry. It
seems to me that is a mathematical conclusion that the Sena-
tor's oratory can not get rid of. If that be so, then I do not
see where the gain is to be.

Then as to the reduced price of lumber; if the Senator will
take the statement of Mr. Charlton, a very eminent Canadian,
he will see that Mr. Charlton says that they do not expect that
there will be any reduction in the price of lumber. He says that
they want free trade to get their product into the United States
and get the American price for it. So our people will not get
any benefit from that, but we will lose labor for one-fifth of the
men who are now engaged in our lumber industry, and Canada,
that has only 14 or 15 per cent as much timber as we have, will
not allow us to take all her timber before she puts an embargo
upon it.

I do not see how the Senator’s scheme is going to greatly ex-
tend the time when the timber product of the United States is
going to be destroyed.

I do not personally take any stock in either the twenty or
thirty year period that the Senator fixes as a time when we are
going to see the last tree felled in the United States. It is not
going to happen, whether we have free lumber or not.

Mr. McCUMBER. I will tell you why it will not happen, if it
does not happen. It will only be checked by such exorbitant
prices for lumber as will compel the American people to have
a substitute for lumber for building material and for the other
purposes for which our lumber is to be used. That is the only
thing in the world I can conceive of that will prevent the lum-
ber prices from going to the skies, and the consequent exhaus-
tion of our lumber districts as the prices go up. There is a
limit beyond which we can not go even in the prices that we
put upon lumber, and that is the limit of the ability of the
people to purchase lumber.

Mr. President, since human civilization began, lumber has
been used in the comstruction of homes. I have reason to be-
lieve that lumber will still continue to be the chief article, not
only for furniture, but for vehicles, for transportation, and in
the American home. I want that lumber to be just as cheap as

I have the




1642

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

AT e e T R L A TR T e AL e R N R e T =1 § N T e R S S AR B AT s i ]

Arrin 30,

it can be, because I believe in the good home as an American
civilizer. I believe in it, because I believe that the larger and
the more elegant the home the better civilization, the higher
American refinement, and I, for one, want to put off justas long
as I can the time of compelling the American people to live in
stalls,

Mr. PILES. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. PILES. I wish to ask the Senator if free lumber would
reduce the price to the consumer?

Mr. McCUMBER. I have been answering that question over
and over again.

Mr, PILES. I did not hear it.

Mr. McCUMBER. My belief is that with the exhaustion of
the timber lands of this country the price of lumber is bound
to go up, tariff or no tariff. Now, that is my answer, and I
hope 1t will be remembered by the Senator.

Mr. PILES. Then I understand the Senator to say that the
removal of this duty and the admission of the Canadian product
into our country will not reduce the price to the consumer?

Mr. McCUMBER., I do not believe that lumber is going down
materially at any future stage. I do believe that if we have
free lumber we will check a too rapid rise of the product, and
for that purpose it will be beneficial, because the exhaustion is
going on in British Columbia, in Canada, almost as much in
percentage to the amount of lumber that she has as it is going
on in the United States.

Mr. President, nothing in the whole schedule of articles used
by the American people has ascended the ladder of exorbitant
prices so high and so rapidly as the price of lumber. There has
been no other article, necessity or luxury, in the United States
that has increased so rapidly in the last fifteen years as has the
price of lumber; and when I speak of the price of lumber I
mean the wholesale price and not the retail price. I will give
a table along that line after a while. To-day it is out of pro-
portion to practically every other article of necessity upon the
market.

Here is a table showing the wholesale prices f. o. b., the mill
prices, at Marinette, Wis. I am giving the prices now at the
mill in 1892 and in 1907.

Mr. PILES. What is the character of the lumber?

Mr. McCUMBER. I will give the character of the lumber.

Mr. PILES. What is the year?

Mr. McCUMBER. I take the year 1892, the last year of
Harrison’s administration, and 1907, just before the panic.

Fencing, 4-inch No. 1, in 1802, $12. This was the price per
1,000 feet. In 1907, $30.

Six-inch No. 1, 1892, $15; 1907, $32.

Common boards, 8-inch No. 1 stock,

Flooring No. 1, $16.50 and $33.

Piece stuff, 2 by 4, $11.50 and $23.

Three by 12 of the same, $11.50 and $31.50.

I will make this table a part of my remarks,

The table referred to is as follows:

$12.50 and $30.

1892, | 1907.
§12.00 | §30.00
15.00 | 382.00
12,50 | 80.00
14.00 87.00
16,50 33.00
1L.50 | 23.00
11.50 8L.50

Mr. PILES. Where does the Senator get these figures?

AMr. McCUMBER. You will find them in the tariff hearings,
page 3132.

Mr. PILES.
1892 and 1907.

Mr. McCUMBER. 1892 and 1907.

Mr. PILES. The Senator takes the year in which lumber
was the highest throughout the United States.

Mr. McCUMBER. I will correct that statement. It was not
the highest. It was higher in 1905 and 1906 on an average than
in 1907.

Mr. PILES. It was not higher in 1905,

Mr, McCUMBER. Authorities differ.

I understand the Senator to take the two years

I take my statement

from Mr. Wells, a Michigan Iumberman, who says that the
highest prices for lumber were in 1905 and 1906. He produced

it and sold it. I of course can not go into a controversy over
that question with the Senator, because we must both rely upon
the figures that are given.

Mr. PILES. May I ask the Senator further, does he think
it fair to make an estimate of the increase in price of lumber
from 1802 and jump the intervening years and come to 1907,
when lumber had reached practically its highest figure? It
has now dropped off from 30 to 40 per cent.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I certainly would think
1908 a very improper year to include in an estimate, following
the panic of 1907, with a great fall in price. I am leaving
disagreeable periods out of the computation entirely. I ean
not imagine any worse condition than from 1893 to 1897. I
am leaving that abnormal Democratic period out of considera-
tion entirely, and I will leave this rather abnormal Republican
period out of consideration, that of 1908. Upon the whole,
however, there has been a gradual rise in the price all along
from 1892, under normal conditions, to 1907, under equally
normal conditions.

Mr. PILES. Baut, if the Senator will pardon me right
there— ;

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. McCUMBER. I do. )

Mr. PILES. The Senator has no table for any year that ecan
embarrass me as to the wholesale price of lumber at the mill
I have a table here from one of the mills in the State of Wash-
ington, from 1895 down to 1900, covering a period of thirteen
years, which shows the wholesale price to have been during that
period $9.38% a thousand. It will not do to say that in 1892 the
price of lumber was so much, and that in 1907 it had reached
a certain price, for the Senator knows that the price of lumber
in 1907 was abnormal, and it is possible that it never will go to
that price again in the history of this country. The Senator
knows as well as I do that the Valparaiso disaster, the San
Francisco disaster, and the constant, abnormal demand for lum-
ber throughout this country produced the unusual and unreason-
able price at that particular time.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, earthquakes did not affect
us during all of those years. The abnormal condition in the
city of San Francisco did not affect us during all of 1905, 1906,
and 1907, and I eandidly believe that if we return to what I
regard as a normal condition—the condition of 1907—we shall
return to the normal price of lumber during that period; and
especially am I justified in that assertion when I see the increas-
ing cost of stumpage in the United States, which will probably
keep on increasing for the next few years.

Mr. President, what valid reason is there for such an enormous
increase in the price of lumber during that period? It bears no
relation—that is what I want to show——

Mr. DIXON. Mr, President—

Mr. McCUMBER. I will yield to the Senator in a moment.

It bears no relation whatever to the cost of production during
that same period, as I shall show hereafter. The only valid
reason, therefore, must be in the rapidly diminishing stock of
timber in the United States; and upon that assumption I base
the argument as to future prices; and nearly every one of the
lumbermen and the lumber journals that have discussed this
subject claim the same ratio of increase in the future as the raw
material is diminished.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota now yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly.

Mr. DIXON. What I understand the Senator to say is, that
the wholesale price, f. 0. b. at the point of manufacture, was $30
per thousand for common fencing lumber.

Mr. McCUMBER. That is as given here. I take this from
the hearings. If the Senator will look on page 8132 of the
House hearings——

From what kind of trees was that §30 per
thousand common fencing obtained?

Mr. McCUMBER. I presnme from the ordinary pine, such as
we get from Marinette, Wis. I gave the name of the particular

mill.

Mr. DIXON. Is the Senator sure that the price he is now
giving was not for mahogany? I never heard of $30 a thousand
for common feneing lumber. I am sure the highest price ever
obtained in my State was $15 a thousand at the mill.

Mr. McCUMBER. The producer of lumber who gave this

in the House hearings may have falsified the facts,
I am not prepared to say that he did so. I am taking the
statement that is given by him. I will follow it by other state-
ments directly from the American Lumberman, showing equal
advances in prices. 2 -
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Mr. DIXON. But the Senator from North Dakota will re-
member that no timber in Minnesota or Wisconsin sells for
over §15 a thousand on the stump. The logging and the mill-
ing do not cost over a dollar and a half or two dollars. I think
surely there must be some misstatement in the figures which
the Senator quoted, for you can buy flooring in Minneapolis, in
the wholesale market, for $30 a thousand, and you can buy the
best hard maple flooring in Minneapolis for $50 a thousand,
dressed, tongued, and grooved.

Mr. McCUMBER. Yes. Now, Mr. President, I do not believe
that the gentleman who gave this testimony and who, as I re-
member, was a lumber producer himself, gave a wrong state-
ment, especially as he was asking for a tariff on lumber. I will
follow that up with another table that is given in the tariff
hearings. It is on page 3137 of the tariff hearings. The price
of fencing in 1892—it does not give the month here—was §12,
in 1907 it was $30, being an increase of 150 per cent. The
price of common boards was then $12.50, in 1907 it was $30,
being an increase of 140 per cent. The price of flooring was
$16.50 in 1802 and in 1907 it rose to $33, an increase of 100 per
cent. Piece stock—that is, two by fours, etc.—was increased
from $11.50 to $23, or 100 per cent. Those prices are also given
in the tariff hearings.

What other commodity in the whole United States which is
used by the common people can show such an enormous or ex-
orbitant rise during that period? I can not reeall a single one,
Mr. President.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. McCUMBER. I should like to finish this statement, but
I will yield to the Senator from New Hampshire for a question.

Mr. GALLINGER. If the Senator will go to the last Year-
book of the Department of Agriculture, he will find that for
the past five years there has been an increase of 41 per cent in
wheat, 44 per cent in corn, T1 per cent in oats, 100 per cent on
horses, 109 per cent on mules, 45 per cent on potatoes, and 45
per cent on cotton. I also find from a table that is before me
that for the last five years there has been approximately an in-
crease of 60 per cent on lumber, a much lower increase than
has occurred in some of our agricultural products. I put the
Yearbook of the Department of Agriculturé against the tables
that the Senator presents.

Mr, McCUMBER. The Senator will find that the increase in
agricultural produects possibly for the last few years has been
quite considerable. He will also find, however, that taking a
number of years, ten years or fifteen years, there is nothing upon
the face of the earth that has increased at the same ratio as
has lumber. ;

Mr. GALLINGER. My figures will go into the REcorp, Mr.
President, and they will speak for themselves.

Mr. McCUMBER. My figures will go into the REcorp also,
and they will speak for themselves. I am giving the record
that was given in the House hearings.

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Vermont?

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly.

Mr. PAGE. I should like to ask the Senator from North Da-
kota if the conditions attaching to the testimony which he
quotes are, in his opinion, those which obtain in other sections
of the country?

Mr. McCUMBER. I do not know that I thoroughly under-
stand the Senator’'s question.

Mr. PAGE. The Senator says that the proof in regard to the
price of lumber in Wisconsin shows that it advanced from $12
to $30. I have been conversant with the price of lumber in
New England for many years, and I know that the class of
lumber which goes into fencing, the ordinary inch hemlock, has
only advanced from about $14 to $19 at the mill. That is the
extreme.

Mr. McCUMBER. Between what periods?

Mr. PAGE. Oh, in the last ten or fifteen years; I do not
recall exactly.

Mr. McCUMBER. Let us take 1892, Then we shall have
the same basis.

Mr. PAGE. There may have been some abnormal depres-
sion; but I am now speaking of the general trend of the prices
of lumber.

I now recall another fact, and that is that it has been many
years since spruce logs were sold by the farmer or the owner
of stumpage at less than $5 per thousand. The price this
year, delivered at the mill, within a reasonable distance of the
railroad, is from $10 to $13. The variation is more than
formerly, because fifteen years ago the general guality of our

lumber was better. Now we have many wood lots that have
been cut over, and we get a poorer quality. So the price varies
from $10 to $13, whereas formerly it sold at a uniform price.
But I do not know of any place in New England where the ad-
vance in lnumber has been at all commensurate with that stated
in the testimony which the Senator gives from this part of the
country. I think there must be something peculiar about the
nature or the quality of the lumber or in the surrounding con-
ditions.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, the figures that I have so
far given, I think, have all been taken from the House hearings
upon the lumber schedule. I speak only from the figures that
have been given in those hearings, or those that are taken from
some other record; and I will give the record. I know that the
retail price of lumber in my section of the country has advanced
along the same proportions and lines that are given in these
tables upon the wholesale price. So, while I am not prepared
1o speak as to any particular mill in the Senator’'s State, I am
speaking of a particular mill in Wisconsin, and as to the other
m}]l}s, I am reading from the testimony of the owners of those
mills.

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield further to the Senator from Vermont?

Mr, McCUMBER. I do.

Mr. PAGE. I confess that, so far ss retail prices are con-
cerned, I am a great deal in doubt since hearing the remarks
made by the Senator yesterday. He said that the price at which
Jumber was retailed was 100 per cent, or double the cost of
lumber at the mill, plus the freight. He must know that this
country is made up of an aggregation of very bright business
men, and I do not know but that I might resign my seat in the
Senate and go into the lumber business if I thought that was
the profit obtained in the West. There is something abnormal
about that business. It is not natural; it is not legitimate. The
ordinary profits of the lumber industry to-day, as I think I
know so far as New England is concerned, are small. They are
not what our friends of the West are inclined to say they are.

The reason that the price of lumber has advanced in my
State is not because the manufacturer has been getting a larger
profit, but because the owners of the stumpage—and many of
them are farmers, I am pleased to say—have been able to get,
by the natural increase which has come in almost everything,
two or three dollars per thousand more.

Now, one thing more and I shall not interrupt the Senator
further—

Mr. McCUMBER. I am always pleased to hear the Senator.

Mr. PAGE. We have been talking about conditions which
attach to the workingman, and I think the Senator from North
Dakota said that he did not think a lowering of the duty would
change matters very much. We have built up in the northern
part of Vermont, especially at Burlington, a large industry
which employs hundreds of thousands of dollars of capital and
thousands of men. To us the Canadian lumber is a raw ma-
terial. We bring it to our northern ports, where it is made not
only into dressed lumber to be reshipped, but it is made into
screens and into box boards. Much of it goes into box boards,
the lower grades especially. It goes into every conceivable arti-
cle that can be made of boards. If the schedules were changed,
as is designed and desired by our friend from North Dakota,
that interest there would be paralyzed; at least, it seems to me
so. They must have advantage by reason of bringing that lum-
ber out or the same work can be done across the Iine in Canada,
and the men who own the mills in Burlington must remove
those mills to Canada and their employees must go with them
or they must enter some other line of business. I hope, in
view of the fact that Senators from the South have come here
and been so kind as to say to us that they were protectionists
as well as we, that the people of Vermont may not altogether
feel that because North Dakota may have no iron, may have
no oil, may have no coal, and may have no Iumber she is going
to insist that we have all got fo accept those things as free,
while she asks protection upon whatever she produces.

Mr. McCUMBER. Ah, Mr. President, let me ask the Senator,
in all sincerity, is not New England asking that some articles
be placed upon the free list? How about the dyes from Ger-
many that you wish to come in free as against the product of
the American dye producers in order that you may color your
fabrics? There is not a protectionist representing any manu-
facturing section who is not overdesirous of getting everything
upon the free list that is used in his factories in that section.
And so those who represent other than manufacturing districts
ask for their benefit that we place some articles upon the free
list. And, where it is beneficial for the entire American people,
I would stand with them to put those articles upon the free list,
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because I think that we must take into consideration every
condition and interest of the country in determining whether to
put an article upon the free list or place it upon the protected
list. We are giving you protection. You are producing your
fabrics, and we protect them; we do not produce any, but we
stand ready to say to you: * Year in and year out you shall
have all the protection that is necessary for you to control the
American market, and we will stand with you.” So itisnota
proposition of our asking that our articles be protected and that
your articles shall not be protected, but it is a fundamental
proposition of whether or not it is beneficial to the American
people to deforest every hill upon the American Continent, and
then tax the American people ten times over to reforest those
hills.

There is something more than the mere question as to what
will benefit us to-day in the matter of the tariff upon particular
articles. I will give the Senator protection on everything that
he produces again and again, but, as I have said more than
once, I would not ask for protection upon a single article which,
once destroyed, can only be reproduced in from half a century
to a century of time.

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Vermont?

Mr. McCUMBER. If the Senator wants to ask a question, I
will yield to him; but it is nearly 4 o'clock, and I want to get
through. I think I have been generous in allowing more than
half of my time to be taken up by interruptions.

Mr. PAGE. I do not care to interrupt the Senator further
if he wants to proceed.

Mr. McCUMBER. I do not want to be discourteous, and I
hope the Senator does not think I am.

Mr. PAGE. No; I do not.

Mr, MoCUMBER. I thank the Senator.

Mr, DIXON. I hope the Senator from North Dakota will
yield to me for a question, because I have been astonished at
the figures which he has quoted. I have sent and got a copy
of the tariff hearings before the House committee on the prices
of common fencing in 1907 in Wisconsin, and I want to ask one
or two questions. I desire to ask the Senator whether there is
not some great discrepancy in this matter? I find, on reference
to the table from which the Senator is reading, that he is quot-
ing the price of No. 1 fancy clear fencing, which is never used
by anybody that I ever heard of in building ordinary fences. It
is the stuff that flooring is made of. I find also, and I want
to ask the Senator——

Mr. McCUMBER. Does the Senator not find that there was
that much of an advance?

Mr. DIXON. I find that there was in that particular grade;
but I want to ask the Senator from North Dakota if it is not a
fair proposition to say that the man who submitted that table
to the House Ways and Means Committee is the secretary of a
big Canadian timber outfit in British Columbia, with a capital
of £6,000,000, owning a billion and a half feet of timber, which
they want to get into the American market?

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I do not know a single man
who appeared upon either side in connection with the tariff on
lumber who came here for the benefit of the consumer., I donot
care whether he represented one side or the other side; he was
looking after his interests. As I read over the hearings, I donot
find any man who testified who was not interested in the propo-
gition. We have two classes of people—Americans who own
lumber upon this side and want the highest price for that lum-
ber, and those who own lumber on the Canadian side and want
to get it here as cheaply as possible. Each of them will far-
nish figures so far as it is possible to establish his side of the
proposition, I do not know that any of them furnished figures,
however, that are incorrect. Assuming that each of these per-
sons is interested, so long as their figures are correct, it does
not seem to me that the question of interest cuts much figure.

Mr. DIXON. But, Mr, President, if the Senator will be pa-
tient with me for one moment, in quoting fencing timber at $30
a thousand the Senator quotes No. 1 fancy clear fencing, a qual-
ity that has never been used for fencing purposes in the history
of any agricultural community that I know of; and he based his
sgtatement upon the testimony before the Ways and Means Com-
mittee of this man Enappen, who is the secrefary of a British
Columbia Iumber company, with $6,000,000 capital and a billion
feet of Canadian timber, which wants to get into the western
market.

Mr. McOUMBER. Let us admit that that it true.

Mr, DIXON. Is there not a question in the Senator’s own

mind that this man has colored largely the statement as to the
relative cost of lumber between 1892 and 1907%? Coming from
such a source, would it not be open to suspicion?

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, when any witness gives the
wholesale price f£. 0. b. at any particular lumber manufacturing
point, T assume that he has given it honestly, and I will not
assume that it Is all imaginary. I can show from another
standpoint that it is not imaginary, We have a great lumber
trade journal known as the “American Lumberman,” which be-
lieves in good protection to the lumber industry, and I will
take a table from that particular journal.

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President, if the Senator from North Da-
kota will allow me for just a moment, I think I can harmonize
the two ideas. I will take but a moment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Vermont?

Mr, McOUMBER. Certainly.

Mr. PAGE. It is a fact, as perhaps the Senator may remem-
ber from his own experience, that in almost all the Northern
States we were prodigal of our lumber and our stumpage a
few years ago. We cut everything. I can in my own years
remember when we went into and slashed forests, cut down
the finest logs, and burned them to get them out of the way.
We have exhausted the better quality of our stumpage, and
to-day the price of a clear board, such as has been described
here, it must be confessed, has been advanced abnormally. I
think I may say that more than S5 per cent of the lumber of
the northern part of New England to-day is not No. 1, is not
clear, but is rather a cheap or lower grade of lumber, which
has not made any such advance in price. Therefore it seems to
me unfair to make the comparison with the grades which have
gone to a very high figure, rather than with the grades which
constitute the great bulk of the lumber used.

Mr. McCUMBER. Let me ask the Senator what would be a
fair grade to take from his standpoint—No. 2 boards?

Mr. PAGE. No. 2 boards are what we produce,

Mr. McCUMBER. All right, Mr. President, we will take No.
2, or I will take No. 3, so as to be absolutely fair. I will ask
that this table, which is printed and compiled by the American
Lumberman, be also inserted in the Recorp. I quote a few of
the figures. Four-inch No. 2 fencing, increased in price from
$0 in 1892 to $26 in 1907, an increase of 188 per cent; during the
same period 6-inch No. 2 increased from $12 to $20, or 141 per
cent. I will take common boards. The price of 8-inch No. 2
advanced from $11 to $28 in that period, or 154 per cent. I will
take S-inch and 10-inch No. 3. They advanced from $10 to $25,
or 150 per cent gain. I will take 12-inch No. 2, which advanced
from $12.50 to $31, or 148 per cent gain. I will take fancy floor-
ing, and, to show you that the higher grades of lumber have not
increased in price anywhere near as much as common boards, I
quote No. 1 fancy flooring, which advanced from $16.50 to $33,
or only 100 per cent. C fancy flooring advanced from $25 to
$47, or only 88 per cent, as compared with the enormous in-
creases in the other grades. I might cite now a number of
others, but I will have them inserted in my address.

The table referred to, compiled by the American Lumberman,
is as follows:

Percent-
1802, 1907. |age of in-
crease,
Fencing:
FET T [ S e e e A S e 815.00 { §32.00 118.33
4-inch No. 1 . 1200 30.00 150.00
4-inch No. 2 9.00 26.00 188.88
4-inch No.— 7.00 19, 00 17142
6-inch No. 2 12.00 29.00 141. 66
6-inch No. 8 9.00 | 2150 138.88
mon boards:
&inch No. 1 .. 12,50 80, 00 140. 00
8-inch No. 2 ... 11.00 25.00 154,
8-inch No. 8 10.00 25.00 |  150.00
10-inch No.1 . -] 12.50 3160 160, 00
20N N0 B o v i s sdnaas s S va vosdin 11.00 22,00 154.54
10-inch No. 8 .. | 10.00 25, 00 150. 00
12-inch No. 1 14.00 87.00 164.28
12-inch No. 2 12,50 81,00 148,00
12-inch No. 8 .. 8,50 26.00 178.68
Flooring:
O L IATICY cermrsnsanyrs sumanan oh snsamaan e onmnss 16,50 23.00 100, 00
T e S e N 25.00 47.00 88.00

Mr. McCUMBER. In commenting upon this great change in
the price the American Lumberman says—and it follows out
my argument: -

As any commodity in eommon use and needed by the community be-
comes scarce the pressure of competition is felt and prices advance.

That is the statement following the table which they present.
Why have these prices gone up? They have gone up because
wate are exhausting the timber supply of the country at a rapid
rate,
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Mr. DIXON rose.

Mr. McCUMBER. Now, Mr. President, I am going to ask
that I be allowed to finish, and if I get through in reasonable
time the Senator can make notes and I will try to answer any
question that he may ask.

If the price of lumber has advanced to this extent in the last
fifteen years, due to the exhaustion of the supply of timber in
the United States, what may we reasonably expect in the next
fifteen years with the exhaustion increasing from day to day in
a ratio with the increase of population?

Here is another statement in a report from the Department
of Commerce and Labor, which shows that from 1899 to 1806—
a period of only 7 years and coming down closer to the present
day—yellow-pine timber increased in price 77 per cent; Doug-
las fir 63 per cent, white pine 54 per cent, cedar 66 per cent,
western pine 44 per cent, and tamarack 80 per cent. The re-
port further declares that in some cases the price of Iumber
has increased 200 per cent.

Mr:r PILES. Now, will the Senator yield to me for a mo-
ment

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I can not yield any more
just at present, because I probably will startle the Senator with
figures right along that will keep him on his feet continuously
if he objects to these, and much time would be taken in this
address by those who take the opposing view.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from North Dakota
declines to yield.

Mr. PILES. The Senator will not startle me at all if he
will just take a fair average; but when he takes the finest
timber in the world, Michigan white pine, for instance, and
comments upon that, instead of taking the average common
timber, I think it is bhardly fair.

Mr. McCUMBER. I thought I was giving a fair average.
It is the one given by the American Lumberman, which I have
Jjust read. If it is not a fair average, there are those here who
can show that it is an error.

Mr. PILES. The Senator takes faney Iumber at faney prices.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from North
Dakota declines to yield.

Mr. McCUMBER. If common pine boards, which increased
in price 188 per cent, is “fancy,” I do not know what the
Senator would mean by the word “ common.” Now I will take
Mr. Scanlon’s statement. Mr. Scanlon is a lumberman in
Minneapolis. He says:

For a number of years our concern produced from 200,000,000 to
250,000,000 feet annually in the State of Minnesota. This year our

pmducﬂun will be only about 40 per cent of our former cut and will
cease entirely in 1909.

In 1901, Mr. President, Minneapolis was the largest lumber-
producing city in the world, her output for that year being
about 700,000,000 feet, while the output for 1908 was only about
300,000,000 feet. :

Now I want to take another late publication. I do not want
to be wearisome upon this one single proposition, but I do
desire to show that the exhaustion of our forests means enor-
mously increased prices, and that is what is responsible for the
exorbitant prices to-day. But a few persons, even regular
buyers of lumber, fully realize how greatly lumber has increased
in price in recent years. According to a Iumber trade publica-
tion white pine has ascended in the wholesale list price all the
way from 88 to 189 per cent in fifteen years. As the cost of labor
and other items entering into the cost of production has not, at
the outside, increased more than 25 per cent, this tremendous
increase largely reflects the diminishing supply of white pine
and represents the profits either for the manufacturer or the
owner of the timber,

Mr. President, that diminishing supply is going to reflect the
advance for every other grade that is used in the United States.
During this time laths have increased from $2.25 per thousand
in 1901 to §6 per thousand in 1907. The man, the farmer, the
mechanie, who in 1892 eould build a reasonably good house for
$3,600 would have to pay in 1907 at least double that sum, and
probably he would have to pay $8,000 for one of the same
character. If he were to build a house which would have cost
$5,000 in 1900, he would have to pay at least $7,500 to build it
in 1907, and if we keep on at these enormous increases what is
going to be the cost of our homes in the next few years?

As I have stated, there has been but slight change in the cost
of production during this period as compared with the cost of
the material to the consumer. I am convinced that there has
been a combination, not only between the retailers of lumber,
but that there is also a gentleman’s understanding or combina-
Hon between the great manufacturers of this couniry.

Mr. President, the cost of production, as I understand, has
incrensed about 25 per cent during the last five or ten years.

I do not mean that the price of labor has not increased beyond
that, but I mean the cost of producing lumber at the mill,
including labor, irrespective of the cost of stumpage, has in-
creased only about 25 per cent.

Suppose that in 1800 a mill could sell lumber at a profit at
$10 per thousand. The cost of production has added, we will
say, $2 per thousand to it. That would make the selling price,
we will say, at a reasonable profit of $12 per thousand. The
mill could afford to sell at $12 a thousand, with the increased
cost of production, that which it sold in 1900 at $10 a thousand.
In other words, the lumber the mill man could sell in 1900 for
$10 he could sell with the increased cost of production at $12 in
1907 and make the same profit. But how do the facts corre-
spond with that? In fact, he is selling that lumber which he
could sell at the same profit for $12 a thousand, as high as §18
and $20 a thousand. If the effect of free lumber should be
to reduce it $2 a thousand—just the amount of the duty on
lumber—he would still sell at $16 or $18 a thousand, and he
would make three to four times as much as he made when he
was selling it at a reasonable profit, on the basis of $10 per
thousand.

Ex-Governor Clough, of Minnesota, has been guoted here upon
this subject by the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Nernson]. I
do not want to add to what he has said, but I do want to eall
attention to praetically the same facts in possibly a more epito-
mized form. Mr. Clough declared in the case mentioned that
the cost of producing at his mill in Washington was $3.75 a
thousand. That meant, of course, independent of the cost of the
logs or the stumpage.

Mr. Kurr. Has that price increased or decreased, or is that about

the average?
Mr. CLoveH. Well, we are trying to chea%eel‘:! the cost a little every
n no material difference

Ay gtoh gy Ao QoL Bodie T bl it regard
e ut we are ng to ¢ a e ever, s -
less of the little !ncrmet?coss:‘. of hhomd material. et

Mr. Clough then goes on to say that while lumber has gone
up some, they have met this increase by improving the mill and
increasing the cut. It may be added that as labor has advanced, -
the manufacturers have found new means to economize, such as
the using of sawdust for their fuel, such as using the cheaper
material for shingles and Iaths which at one time was destroyed
or thrown away or sold for fuel only.

Now, I want to take another table, and that is by Mr. D, E.
Skinner—I believe he is from San Francisco, president of the
Park Blakley Mills Company, on Puget Sound—in a brief pre-
sented to the Committee on Ways and Means. He shows an in-
crease in wages from 1886 to 1907, inclusive, and the increase
since 1900. This increase averages 39 per cent. :

Comparing the prices paid from 1900 to 1907 we have the fol-
lowing table, which I will ask to have inserted :

1900, 1907,

$26.00 | $38.00
25.00 40,00
26.00 40.00
82.00 40,00
26,00 85,00
24,00 85.00
24.00 35.00
55. 00 65.00
55,00 70.00

Another table, giving the average for Minnesota, Wisconsin,
and Michigan, shows a general increase in the cost of production
of about 19 per cent.

Take the difference between these two, and call it, say, 25 or
30 per cent, and while therefore the average cost of production
has increased, we will say, 25 to 30 per cent, the cost at the mills
has increased from 50 to nearly 200 per cent.

I know of no business in the whole United States that has
produced more millionaires and multimillionaires, with a given
amount of investment, than the Iumber business of the United
States. The enormous palaces, the mansions that are shown to
me in the cities of Minmeapolis, St. Paul, Deiroit, Mich., in Mad-
ison, Wis., in Milwaukee, in Chicago, in all the sections bordering
upon the lumber States, in California and in Oregon and in
Washington, are all pointed to with pride as the residences of
some great lumber baron in that State, and while they are point-
ing with this spirit af exultation to what has been accomplished
by these people in their States, they are coming here and crying
that the business is on a starvation basis.

Mr. President, these mansions to which they point with such
pride when they are showing us the wonders of their country, ill
comport with the plea of poverty that they are giving to the
American people. I believe there is no indusiry in the United
States which has produced as much wealth, as I say, for a given
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amount of investment as the lumber industry of the United
States; and I do not see that it has been growing less profitable
in the slightest degree.

It is conceded that there are only two or three points in the
United States where the Canadian lumber comes in competition
with the American lumber; a little of the unfinished lumber on
the west coast; a little on the Lakes; possibly some portions
across the St. John's River. They can not put the finished
material into this country in competition with the American
mills wherever they have to ship any considerable distance by
rail. They can put the raw material, the unfinished produet, in
competition with some sections of the country, but while they
are competing with some lines here at these few places we are
competing with them by putting our products into Manitoba,
into the Saskatchewan country, and along the border line for a
thousand miles.

We hear complaints from the Canadian manufacturers that
the Americans are dumping their lumber upon the Canadian
market cheaper than they are selling at home. I do not know
to what extent that is carried on, but I know there is a strong
complaint on the part of lumber dealers in Canada against the
importation of American products.

1 believe that the closing of these mills is more a matter of
anticipation than anything else. In all of my life I have never
known of a mill closing its doors until the lumber in the imme-
diate vicinity was exhausted, except during that disagreeable
period which I have mentioned, and to which I do not like to
allude too often—from 1892 to 1897. As a rule they make
money, and wherever they have not made it, it is because there
has been a neglect of the business. I have been almost com-

pelled to believe that where there is capital enough back of |

it it is sufficiently profitable so that it will run itself.

Mr. President, I have no reason to believe that Mr. Clough,
the ex-governor of Minnesota, could manufacture so very much
cheaper than the other manufacturers in the States of Washing-
ton and Oregon. I have visited some of those great mills,
-and they have always prided themselves upon their wonder-
ful output and what they ecan do, and they have told me over
and over again of their enormous profits since they have been
engaged in business, and it is only this year, when a tariff
revision is on, that I find that they have been losing all of these

ears.
7 Mr, Clough says they started with $100,000 of actual money
invested in the enterprise. That was in 1900. He states
further :

In 1901 our profits were $29,267, which was 29 per cent and a little
over on our investment.

In 1902 our profits were $96,759, or 968 per cent and a little more
on our investment.

In 1003 our profits were $55,721, or 65 per cent and a little over
on our investment.

In 1904 I am ashamed to tell that, as that was a bad year. In
that year we made a loss of $3,358.

I do not know what was the cause of that loss. I have an
jdea though from reading over the balance of the testimony
that they were not selling much of their output for that year,
and had piled it up in the yard, and therefore did not count
the value until they had it sold, and then put that enormous
profit into the last year of which he speaks.

In 1905 our profits were $72,186, or T2 per cent on our Investment.

In 1906 our profits were $19,306, or 10 per cent on our investment.

I know there was considerable quibbling here as to whether
this was intended to be $193,000 or $19,000. As I read it there
was a mistake in the punctuation, a mistake in the placing of
the comma. But I think it was clearly intended to be $19,000,
or 19 per cent.

That which is more startling, however——

Mr. PILES. The Senator is wrong.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. McCUMBER. For a question.

Mr. PILES. Do you claim there was $19,000 profit in 19067

Mr. McCUMBER. Nineteen thousand dollars.

Mr. PILES., It was $193,000. I had it looked up. That is
what my secretary tells me he found at the Interstate Com-
merce Commission’s office,

Mr. McCUMBER. I will show they made more than $193,000.
Whatever the error is about the figures, the copy I have shows

9,000.
s11\!:‘. WARREN. Mr. President——

Mr. McCUMBER. I do not want to quibble any more about
the error, as to where the comma should go, .because it is im-
material, and it was discussed for =o long a time yesterday
that it seems to me needless to take up further time with it.

Mr. WARREN. It is probably an error, but the print which
the Senator from Minnesota had was $193.06 plainly, as I think
the Senator knows.

Mr. McCUMBER. Yes; but the Senator will see that in all
of the preceding figures he does not mention cents at all, and
it is evident that was not intended; that it is an error due to
the misplacing of the comma.

Let us take 1907. The profits for that year were more than
200 per cent, according to his own statement. Let us see.

In 1907 we do not know Iinst exactly what they will be. We have
not figured upBwhnt they will be. We do not figure up until the 1st
of January. ut I do know that I have sent this year to our stock-
holders, which I am authorized to do whenever we have any surplus
money—+to send it to our stockholders pro rata according to our stock—
I have thls year already distributed among stockholders $130,000.

That is on a hundred thousand ecapital stock, which has al-
ready been paid for.

We certainly have made that $130,000, or I could not have distributed
it among the stockholders. We haven't borrowed any money. We do
not owe a cent of money, and the best of it Is we put in $20,000 this
year in permanent improvements, and they have been paid for.

A hundred and thirty thousand dollars and $20,000 amount to
$150,000, but that is not all.

Another thing that pleases me is that on January 1, 1907, we had
Slled in the yard about 6,600,000 feet of lumber. We were closed

own for a little repairlnﬁ]almut three weeks ago. 8o we took acconnt
of stock, and we had in the yard about 13,600,000 feet, and that after
the distribution among our stockholders of $130,000. That is about all
there is to our profits.

It is not all there is when you come to follow it down. Thir-
teen million feet of lumber means thirteen thousand thousand
feet, does it not? And thirteen thousand thousand feet, at $10
per thousand feet, means another $130,000, does it not? And say
it is about $10 a thousand. There you have $260,000, and you
have $20,000 on top of it. That may account for some of the
profits they failed to make in 1904.

Mr. PILES. Will the Senator pardon me right here? That
is in line with his argument from the beginning to the end. He
says so many thousand feet in the yard, worth on the average
$10 a thousand, and he gives it all as profit.

Mr. McCUMBER. He says he owes nothing, that he has paid
for everything, that he has that much left. Then it is profit,
is it not? Of course it is all profit. He just now said he did
not owe a cent, and I assume therefore he has paid for that
lumber, and I am taking the average price of about $10 per
thousand.

1 want to come now to the shingle business, as my friend the
Senator from Washington seems more tender upon the shingle
proposition than upon any other. Mr. Clough says upon this
that his associates—
wanted to know how much money I thought there was In the shingle
business, and I told them that I thought we could get 50 per cent on

the money we invested, and If the rate was increased it would make a
difference of 16 cents a thousand.

I suppose he means not the tariff, but the rate of transpor-
tation.

There would be that much less in our profits, that is all, and we
had better build a shingle mill. .

S0 we went on and built a shingle mill and that mill had a capaclty
of 600,000 a daf. That is not the Clark-Nickerson Company; that is
the Clough-Hartley Company, located half a mile away from the Clark-
Nickerson Company. e bullt a mill and we ran it a little over two
months, and while we ran it we made & profit of about 100 per cent
on our capital; but of course we could not always do that. Shingles
were very high this fall, as you all know—very high.

I am told there is more real profit in the shingle business
than in anything else in the lumber line. I admit I have not
technical knowledge along that subject, and I can only take as
the basis of my statement statements that are made to me by
practical lumbermen and manufacturers of lumber. I may be
in error——

Mr. PILES. Mr. President—

Mr. McOCUMBER. I may be in error, but I do not care to
discuss it.

Mr. PILES. The Senator says he thinks there is more profit
in shingles than in any other line of Iumbering. I want to ask
him if that is true why it is that 14,000 men who are engaged
in that work in my State have appealed to Congress, stating
that they are idle three fo six months in the year; that they
are losing a million dollars a year on account of Canadian com-
petition, and that Chinese labor and Japanese labor and Hindoo
labor are driving the white man out of the shingle milis in tho
State of Washington? Those men are not timber barons., Why
are those 14,000 of the toiling masses coming before Congress
and telling them they are losing a million dollars a year and
that they are out of work three to five months in the year if
a profit of $10,000 can be made in two months?

Mr. McCUMBER. We have gone over an exceedingly dull
period that followed more or less of a financial crash.

Mr. PILES. This is not one year, but ten years.

Mr. McCUMBER. My own belief is that as soon as we
return to normal conditions we will find about the same profit
being made in the shingle business,
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The same people who are making the 150 per eent are also
declaring that they are not making enough, that they have
closed their mills, and that they must be protected against this
Canadian cheap labor. I will discuss the Canadian cheap labor
when I reach it and compare it with some other labor. But
these people say if we lower the tariff, the shingle industry,
which made 600 per cent, or at the rate of 600 per cent a year,
will: be absclutely destroyed. As I stated before, these people
who are representing the shingle industry in the State of
‘Washington got together but a very short time ago and they
solemnly resolved that if we took the tariff off shingles they
would be compelled to make better shingles. When they make
better shingles I think they will gain the very market which
the Canadians are taking away, because the Canadians are
taking away the market on the higher-priced shingles.

Mr. PILES. Mr. President——

Mr. McCUMBER. It is nearly 5 o'clock.

Mr. PILES. I will not interrupt you any more.

Mr. McCUMBER. Very well

Mr. PILES. You are refuting your own argument. You are
here advoecating the removal of the duty on shingles, and you
are in favor of the conservation of our forests. Those men are
going around gathering up stumps and broken limbs and thus

conserving the forests and saving them from fire. Do you want

to stop them from doing that?

Mr. McCUMBER. Let us see the logic of that argument.
The Senator says that these men—meaning those in Washing-
ton—are going around and gathering the stumps and the dead
limbs and making shingles out of them. Anyone who has gone
into a forest knows something about the guality of the stumps
and these dead limbs that are converted into shingles. When
they propose to sell rotten shingles to the Ameriean people they
will probably find that the Canadian shingle will compete with
them, but when they make the shingles out of good material I do
not think there will be exactly the same competition. I have
heard a great many complaints from the consumer about the
character of those shingles. I will have to admit that if you
can get the people to take rotten limbs and stumps for shingles
and use them, it will conserve the American forests, at least
until the shingles have rotted on the roofs instead of rotting
in the forests.

Mr. PILES. They are not made of rotten timber, if the Sen-
ator will pardon me. It is just as good timber as there is on
earth, except fire has gone through the forest and scorched it,
and it is not fit, therefore, to be put on the market in other
shapes. But these men save it——

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield for a guestion.

Mr. NELSON. I want to say, as to the shingles we get from
the west coast, that there is a great difference in the kinds.
We have one kind of shingle that is made of what is called
“ dead timber,” and then another that is made from live timber.
There is no fault to find with the latter, but when they send us
the other kind of shingle, they must not expect the same price
that they get for a good shingle.

Mr. PILES. Let me explain to the Senator——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. McCUMBER. I will yield for a short colloquy.

Mr. PILES. We do not have any dead shingles. When we
manufacture our shingles, we give you two grades. British
Columbia gives you but one grade, and that is made of clear
cedar lumber. In British Columbia they pay so much a cord
for the clear timber, and leave the common part of the tree in
the forest, and it is wasted. But it is the Government's waste
and not his. The Canadian therefore makes but one grade of
.shingle. We make two grades, one called the “ clear,” and then
the “A-star,” which we sell at a lower price.

Mr: NELSON. What you expect is that we will buy the dead
shingle and pay you the same price that we do for the live
shingle from Dritish Columbia.

Mr. PILES. I beg pardon. We give you two grades of
shingles. One sells for less money than the clear shingle,

Mr. McCUMBER. I think the resolution of those shingle
makers in the State of Washington answers the proposition,
because they say in their own declaration that if we take off
this tariff they will be compelled to make good shingles. That
is their only answer to the proposition.

Mr. President, in addition to these enormous profits from the
manufacture of lumber alene, we must also take into account
the profits of the great lumber interest in the stumpage. In a
brief prepared by Mr. Knappen for the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, this same man, whe is the secretary of the Canadian

Inmber interests and wants to get Canadian lumber into the
United States just as cheaply as he can, makes a statement
which I will ask the Secretary to read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read as re-
quested. .

The Secretary read as follows:

We my that the 50 millionaires of the Weyerhacuser group cwe
their 1 es rather to the acquirement and holding of stum
than to the profit arising from the manufacture of Inmber. To illus-
trate the enormous profits that are thus possible it is worth while to
call atiention to the: fact that the Weyerhaeusers some elght years ago
glt:erchmd from the Northern Pacific Railroad vast tracts of fimber on

Pacific coast at a price fixed by rumor at about 13 cents per
thousand feet, and to-day this same timber is held by the owners at
not less than $3 per thousand. Here is a profit of 2,000 per cent, and

these Interests will probably think tgxemselvu aggrieved if the
iff is removed from forest products.

A well-known western lumberman has in recent years acquired 650,000
acres of and yellow pine in northern Californin estimated to carry
15,000,000, feet of timber. Most this timber can be manufactured
within ten years at a profit of $10 thousand; and some of it can
be manufactured at that profit now. The timber and the land on which
it stands has been acquired at a cost probably not exceeding $4,000,000,
and the property is now, or soen will be, worth 50,000,000, This

ﬁnﬂemnn lls;lnpm tolt lx? repeal :'lfththtel‘: tu.rlﬂ!r%% Igrast proﬁim:ts and
entifying his vidual interests ose of the forests, he opposes
the re| of the tariff in order to protect the forests. ¥

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, how were these forests ob-
tained? Most of them, I will assume, were obtained in a wholly
legitimate manner. I am equally satisfied, however, that a large
percentage of them were obtained in defiance of the land laws
of the United States. I can remember, but a few years ago,
when nearly every train going through my State had more or
less emigrants upon it going to the lumber districts of Washing-
ton and Oregon to take up homesteads. It was freely talked
among them that somebody would furnish them a living and
pay them six or seven hundred dollars per quarter section and
their expenses during the time they had to live upon the land.
A great number of proofs were made in this way, and the land
was immediately sold to these great lumber interests. I have
had, when I was practicing law, a great many people come to
me and call my attention to what other people were making, and
asking me if they could not go out there and make a few hun-
dred dollars that way by remaining a few months upon a piece
of Iand. None of them ever went through my advice, but I
believe that that was carried on for a few years to a great
extent, and these lumber interests reaped the benefit of that
method of acquiring titles from government lands,

Mr, President, here is another statement that is made con-
cerning the increase in the value of stumpage not only by Mr.
Enappen, but by Mr. M. J. Scanlon, a well-known Iumberman
of Minneapolis, as it is published in the American Lumberman
in November, 1907. I will ask the Secretary to read the portion
that is marked.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read as re-
quested.

The Becretary read as follows:

increase in the value of stum in the Western and South-
ern States has been even more marked. 1808 my people purchased a
block of timber in Oregon at a cost of about 173 cents per thousand.
To-day a conservative estimate of the wvalue of that timber would be
$1.75 per thousand. For billions of feet of timber of equally as
good quality and as favorably located for logging purposes in t same
istrict could have been acquired at the same price as we paid for
ours. In 1800 I was interested in the purchase of a large tract of
ress timber in Louisiana that cost us less than 40 cents per thousand.
nfortunately for me, I parted with my interests in that timber before
it became very valuable, but I am informed by #8 manufacturers
in that territory that cypress timber of that quality and secessibility
wouldl sell readily at $6 per thousand or upward. In 1892 I looked at
a tract of longleaf yellow pine timber in uisiana that could be ac-
uired at that time for about $1.25 {)er acre. My peogle purchased
glmt same identical tract of timber in 1905 at a cost of $22 per acre

Mr. Thomas H, Shevlin, a well-known lumberman of Minne-
apolis, stated in the American Lumberman in November, 1907,
that—
the lumbermen had made money so fast in the last few years that
their Neads had been turned. anufacturing profits of 1 per cent
were not uncommon. Added to these profits in the case of those
manufacturers who own timber were the enormous profits arising from
the increase in value of timber in the period between 1896 and 1007,

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, it is evident, therefore,
that a reduction of an average, say, of $2.50 per thousand on
Canadian Iumber and a consequent reduction of that amount
upon the selling price of the American lumber would measure
less than one-half of 1 per cent of their enormous profits in
both the manufacturing and in the increased value of their
stumpage.

I wish now, Mr. President, to consider for a moment the con-
servation of our forests. I want to consider, first, the disastrous
effects of the denudation of our forests upon our farm lands, our
factories, our navigation, and our climate. Those matters have
been vividly brought to our attention within the past few years,
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and enormous sums of money have been expended to make good
as far as possible the destruction of those forests.

The forests of the world were made by nature and not by man,
and, in my humble judgment, the law which governed in the
creation must also govern in the re-creation. Our little efforts,
though taxed to their utmost to create what we are destroying,
can never accomplish very much., The only yay on earth to
keep our forests growing is to use no more than that which
has really attained its growth and protect the balance against
the ravages of fire and the still more fierce and persistent
ravages of the lumber barons and the lumber interests.

So intense is our natural inclination to meet what we assume
to be our present needs and to add to our wealth that all the
lessons of history of every country in the world seem to be of
no avail whatever. Great portions of Africa, once wooded, are
now desert wastes. The same thing is happening in China and
in India to-day. As the forests are denuded, the floods are let
loose, the earth is denuded of its soil, and waste—eternal
waste—is the penalty of that denudation.

Coming nearer home, the destruction of the timber lands of
the Adirondacks, the White Mountains, and the Appalachians
has carried with it the destruction of millions of acres of what
otherwise might be rich farming lands in the country. The
Kansas River floods of 1903 destroyed $20,000,000 worth of
property and a hundred lives. One of the most fertile valleys
of the continent, a hundred and twenty miles long, was partly
destroyed. Out of 250,000 acres of wonderfully fertile soil
10,000 were completely destroyed, and 10,000 more lost 50 per
cent of their value, and the uncertainty depreciated the value
of the whole.

Mr. President, I wish to insert here an extract from an
address by Mr. Frank Vrooman, a magazine writer. I will
not stop to read it because I do not want to take the time. It
is along the same line.

The matter referred to is as follows:

The forests have a direct and tremendous influence upon agrieunlture.
The forests are nature's reservoirs., Wherever they have been cut
away disastrous floods have followed as annual visitations. The
exhaustion of the forests in New England seriously threaten the
streams which have furnished the motor power for thousands of in-
dustries upon which the prosperlg of that section depends. It is
estimated that the New England States in 1900 had a total ecapital
invested of $1,409,000,000, and a yearly output of product worth
$1,690,000,000, and that 75 per cent of these industries is dependent
upon a continued water supply, and now, remembering that the water
supply is in turn dependent upon conserved forests, we can begin to
understand the importance of conservation.

Mr. McCUMBER. I want to call attention to another fact.
Professor Shaler states that in 1896 3,000 square miles of
highland south of Pennsylvania had been destroyed for human
use and its soil carried down to the lowlands and the sea, and
that arable and forestable lands were then being lost at the
rate of 100 square miles a year. Where the lands have not
been entirely destroyed they have been more subject to droughts
which have destroyed crops year after year.

Mr. President, we must use 40,000,000,000 feet of lumber in
this country with the present population, and every year we
must add to that as our population increases. Every foot of
lumber brought from Canada into this counfry means a foot
of lumber saved from a tree in the forests of the American
Continent.

I call attention to the statement made by Mr. J, W. Wells,
one of the important lInmbermen of Michigan. Speaking on this
subject, he says:

Free lumber will help by prevent!ng exorbitant prices which induces
cutting up of small trees. There never was so much deforestation as
was practiced durmg the high prices of 1906 and 1907, Millions of
young pine, spruce, jack pine, etc., were cut for lumber and lath that
at normal prices would be left to grow to fair size.

Now, what is the amount of consumption in the United States
and the amount of timber and how long will it last?

Mr. President, while authorities may differ as to the amount
of timber in the United States, they all agree that its life at
the present rate of consumption will be extremely short. No
one claims the forever-and-ever idea can be any longer applied
to the American forests. They all agree that within the life of
people now living, at the present rate of consumption, not a tree
will be left standing upon the American Continent, and yet in
the face of this danger we seek to encourage the devastation,
thereby not only wronging the present by exorbitant prices, but
robbing the future of its birthright of forests,

Mr. Kellogg, chief of the office of wood utilization in the
United States Department of Agriculture, states that our present
consumption of wood in all forms is equivalent to 100,000,000,000
board feet annually; it has been estimated as high as 150,000,-
000,000 board feet, and this without taking into account the
destruetion of timber by fire. The total consumption of timber

for lumber alone in 1907 was 40,256,154,000 feet. The estimate

of the present forest area of the TUnited States is from
500,000,000 to 700,000,000 acres. The supply of standing tim-
ber, roughly estimated from 1,400,000,000,000 to 2,000,000,000,000
feet, with 100,000,000,000 feet consumption, would last fourteen
years, assuming there was no growth. Assuming the same use
and stand, with an annual growth of 40,000,000,000 feet, we
would have a supply for twenty-three years. Assuming an an-
nual use of 150,000,000,000 feet, it would last but nine years.
Assuming a stand of 2,000,000,000,000 feet, the use of 100,000,-
000,000 feet would exhaust the supply in twenty years. Assum-
ing the same stand with an annual growth of 40,000,000,000
feet, we have thirty-three years’ supply.

Hven supposing that we should do something in the line of
reforesting, it possibly would not make any appreciable inroad
as against this enormous devastation of the country.

The advocates of a high tariff have sprung another theory
upon the American public. They say that if you have a low
tariff it means a low price for lumber; that if you have a low
price for lumber it means that you will consume only the more
valuable part of the trunk of the tree and the rest will go to
waste, and therefore it will take more trees for a given amount
of production than it would if we had the higher priced lumber.
That hardly accords with the statement of Mr. Wells, that the
greatest waste in this country was during 1905 and 1900, the
time of the highest price of our lumber.

The gentlemen who speak from that standpoint, Mr. Presi-
dent, also forget another equally great truth. The higher the
price of lumber the more value in cutting the sapling. As was
stated by the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Nersox] in his ad-
dress yesterday, when the lumber price goes up then you can cut
the small tree that has only reached a few years' growth, and
which ought to grow from ten to fifteen or twenty years before
it is converted into lumber. As was suggested by the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. Crarr], in his State, after going over the
timber the first year and denuding a great portion of the forest,
they are now going over it the second time and taking the sap-
lings, anything big enough to make a lath, and converting that
into lumber. »

So, Mr. President, whatever we would lose under this theory
by not converting the top of a tree into lumber we would also
lose as against the future, the number of small trees that would
be cut instead of allowing them to run. Then the Senator must
not forget, as is the case especially with our spruce in the East,
that all of these tops are used, that they go to the mills and
are converted into wood pulp. So there will be no waste along
that line.

Mr, President, we can not escape the proposition that if we
need in this country next year only 40,000,000,000 feet of lum-
ber, and Canada can furnish 8,000,000,000, or one-fifth of that
lumber, necessarily there would be 20 per cent less cut; and if
there would be 20 per cent less cut, the forests of this country
would last just exaetly so much longer.

Mr. HEYBURN. How much longer?

Mr. McCUMBER. I say it would last in proportion to the
horizontal scale of the price. If you run the prices up and
there is a demand at those prices, of course you will rapidly
inerease the consumption. If the prices remain down, yon will
not increase to the same extent.

Now, Mr. President, I want to consider the cost and the selling
price. As I have stated before, the Weyerhaeuser interest pur-
chased lands of the Northern Pacific at 15 cents per thousand a
very few years ago, and to-day those same lumber districts are
worth about $3 per thousand, or an increase of some 2,000
per cent. What prices they paid to the hundreds of people who
took these lands and then sold them I am not prepared to say.
Probably they did not cost them a great deal more than they
paid for the Northern Pacific lands.

There are a few manufacturers who do not own their own
timber and they are, of couirse, asking for cheaper logs. They
do not want any tariff. They, perhaps, ‘are just as much
interested as the other c¢lass are. The one wants a high pro-
tective tariff until he can get rid of his American product, and
then he wants a low protective tariff when he has devastated
our country and wants to get in what he owns upon the
Canadian side.

Now, I want to consider a little the eost of production.
going to hurry along so as to close in a very few minutes.

The lumber companies who are seeking a tariff on lumber
are not seeking it, I repeat, for the purpose of protection. No
protection on earth is needed. There can be but one purpose,
and that is to secure exorbitant prices through combinations
as long as the supply lasts in this country. As a matfer of
fact, the cost of producing lumber is just as great and even
greater in some sections in Canada than it is in the United

Iam

| States.
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Mr, F. B. Lynch, a lumberman of St. Paul, Minn, and
owner of two of the largest mills in western Canada, the Red
Deer Lumber Company at Barrows, Saskatchewan, in the
spruce distriet, and the Elk Lumber Company at Fernie, Brit-
ish Columbia, in the mountain district. Each of his mills has
a capacity of 35,000,000 feet per annum. The mills themselves,
with improvements, cost $400,000. He states that mills on this
side of the line of equal capacity and character will cost only
$250,000, the difference being in the higher-priced machinery
and the higher freight rates on the Canadian side.

That is a pretty wide spread. He accounts for it upon the
matter of transportation, 30 per cent higher, and also for the
material on account of the Canadian tariff.

The following table will show comparative wages paid per
day to certain kinds of employees in sawmills in Ontario,
Saskatchewan, British Columbia, averaged, as compared with
wages in Oregon, Washington, and Minnesota, averaged. I
will call attention to only a few of the items and then bave it
printed : I

United
States.

£
3

PRBenEREan B
BXJRELEREER
PPF?NNP??P%

SEBREEIRIREE

Here is another table from the International Timber Company,
British Columbia, comparing this company with the Simpson
Logging Company, Shelton, Wash. :

%te;l;n%%nn] o+
mber Com- mpson Log-
pany, Campbell ging Company,
River, British | Shelton, Wash.
{ Columbia.
Fireman .. ..per day.. §2.50 $2.00
Flunkey .. per month.. 35.00 80.00
Hook tender . ...per day. 4.00 3.75
Line DOrSEMAT . . .ouiiciiaiiiseminannnssinns do.... 2,50 2.25
Rigging slinger. ..d 3.00 2,76
Bignal man..... 2.50 2.25
Bkidder, head 3.00 3.25
Skid road ma: 2.2 2.00
BHOIPOY . o mneanse =l 2.75 2.50
BWANIDOY . o so s siindnn s vanabassainaenni 2.50 to 2.6 2.25
Tnderentler. ... ... ...l il i e 3.50 3.00
Wood cutter, behind donkey.........cuue.. SO R e 2.00

Mr. PILES. Where is the Canadian mill located?

Mr. McCUMBER. It isin the Campbell River Valley, British
Columbia.

Mr. PILES. Back in the interior of the country.

Mr, McCUMBER. Yes, back in the interior; and certainly
some of the prices that are made in the Washington districts
are made at mills back in the interior of Washington.

Mr. PILES. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. McCUMBER. I wish to finish as quickly as possible.

Mr. PILES. I merely wanted to put this statement in, if
the Senator from North Dakota will permit me:

The Senator is talking about mills in British Columbia that
are back in the interior of the country, where they do not allow
Chinamen or Japanese to work; but I defy him to give me the
name of a mill on the coast of British Columbia, and compare it
with a mill on the coast of Washington or Oregon, and say that
we are not paying from $2 to $2.50 a day for common labor
where they pay from 80 cents to $1.25.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I want to be perfectly fair
with the Senator. I was going to give him another table where
the prices showed higher upon the American side. T will follow
this with another table, giving the actual cost in 1908 of lumber
on the Inland Empire district, of Spokane. That is in the
interior, and the mountain mills of British Columbia are in the
interior. The table shows that a price considerably higher is
paid for the same character of lumber on the American side;
that is, not the price of labor, but the price of the lumber itself.
I will have the table printed in my remarks,

XLIV—104

The table referred to is as follows:
Western pine, fir, and larch—Comparison of base prices, 1908,

Inland Mountain
Bizes, Em&ir:, Mills, British

Spokane.| Columbia.
X A2 X 812 t0 10 08t...ccraancaccancncancnsasasses §15.50 $15.25
2x10—12 to 16 feet. ... 15. 50 15.75
2x12—-12to 16 feet ... 17.50 15.75
3x6to83x10—12to16 18.50 15,25
4x4to8 x 8—12 to 16 feet.. 18,50 15.25
e O A T s L et av el el ey 20. 50 15.25
No. 3 common boards...... 18,00 |{Mt.Com.)14.00
No. 2 common ship laps.... 20,00 |(Mt.Com.)15.52
* ¢ and better white pine .. 88,00 |(Mt.1)  26.00
o Lo U 7 5 S D TR e s 3.5 3.5

Mr. McCUMBER. This table does not mean that the cost of
American lumber was any more, but higher prices were charged
upon the American side. The preponderance of evidence given
before the Ways and Means Committee is that the cost of manu-
facturing lumber in Canada is, on the whole, higher than it is
in the United States when you take into consideration the cost
of the mill. That is not limited to the mountain districts, but
applies even to districts bordering upon the Lakes. Mr. J. W.
Wells, a Michigan lumberman, who has interests on both sides
of the line states as follows:

Logging In Ontario is at least $2 L)er thonsand more than in Wis-
consin and Michigan, caused mostly by the roughness of the ground,
labor and supplies also being somewhat higher.

This is a man, as I have said, who has mills on both sides of
the line,

Mr. PILES. Who is that?

Mr. McCUMBER. That is Mr. Wells. He also states:

The cost of sawing at our Georgian Bay mills is at least 20 per
cent more than in our Michigan and Wisconsin mills, caused mostly
by higher wages pald mill men and higher tariff on mill supplies and
machinery. e pay a duty of 30 per cent on machinery and supplies,
and the Canadian manufacturers take the value out of it by ding
the duty to the cost price.

A large number of witnesses, either orally or by leiter or
by brief, testify that the general cost of commodities enter-
ing into the erection and equipment of a sawmill on the Cana-
dian side, with its outfit, is considerably more than upon the
American side.

Now, I want to take a statement of Mr. D. N, Winton, a
stockholder in two mills, one on the American side, in Minne-
sota, and one in Saskatchewan.
gard to the cost of manufacturing lumber at his mills at Thief
River Falls, Minn.,, and at Prince Albert, in Saskatchewan,
At the Minnesota mill it is $3.41 per thousand, and at the
Canadian mill it is $4.18 per thousand.

These figures, of course you will understand, are for the
actual cost of manufacturing, and do not include the cost of
logs, which are somewhat cheaper on the Canadian side. They
must be admitted to be cheaper.

Here is another statement upon the comparative cost, includ-
ing the cost of logs in Washington and in Enderby, British
Columbia, and all the expense of manufacturing and adminis-
tration of an American mill and a Canadian mill. In the
American mill in 1908 it was $10.79 per thousand, and in the
Canadian mill in 1907 it was $13.71, and in 1908 it was $12.59.

Mr. PILES. Where was the Canadian mill located?

Mr. McCUMBER. I can not say just where it was located.

Mr. PILES. It must have been in the mountains.

Mr. McCUMBER. As a rule, it must be said that logs are
a trifle higher on the American side at Puget Sound, although
I am informed that at the present time they are a trifle
higher on the opposite side. If my information is incorrect,
of course the Senator, who lives there, can correct the state-
ment.

Mr. PILES. If the Senator wants any information, I will be
glad to give it to him now.

Mr. McCUMBER. I understand the Senator does not agree
with that statement.

Mr. PILES. I say there never has been a day in the history
of Washington and British Columbia when logs were not at
least a dollar a thousand cheaper in British Columbia than
they were in the State of Washington.

Mr, McCUMBER. The information which I had yesterday
was to the contrary.

Mr. PILES. I have lived there for twenty-six years, Mr.
President, and I know something of this thing.

Mr. McCUMBER. I have stated it generally; but just at the
immediate time—which means that it was a very short time
ago—it was a trifle higher on the other side.

He makes a statement in re- -
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I want to call attention to Mr. Rogers’s testimony. He is also
one of the greatest Inmbermen, and he is interested on both
sides of the line,

Mr, NELSON. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. McCUMBER. Yes.

Mr. NELSON. I want to call the Senator’s attention to the
faet that logs can be imported free of duty from British Colum-
bia into the State of Washingten.

Mr. PILES. Certainly they can be so imported.

Mr, McCUMBER. Certainly.
before the House Commitiee Hearings, Schedule D, page 2869,
Bays:

We have purchased a large guantity of lumber in the United States
and shipped it into Canada because we could buy that lumber in the
United States for a less price per thousand feet than we could afford
to deliver it from our own mill in British Columbia, because the cost of
production in British Columbia is higher than in the United States.

Of course, Mr. President, this can not be the case for any
length of time, and it can only cover certain tracts. We can
put the American lumber into Manitoba, in those prairie dis-
tricts to-day, cheaper, I think, than the Canadians can put
their own lumber into their own country; but they are supply-
ing a considerable demand in that country.

Considerable argument has been made on behalf of the great
lumber concerns against free lumber for the reason that a mnch
higher rate of taxes is paid in this country than in Canada.
This, however, depends upon local conditions. Some portions
of Camada that are wholly unsettled, with no schools and prac-
tically no township or county governments to support, have of
course light taxes. I think, however, there is little difference
between the Ontario and the American side in respect to amount
of taxation.

Mr. Lynch, speaking of the question of taxes, says:

The item of taxes wvaries in the different Provinces and on different
classes of timber, but runs from $5 per square mile, which 1s the lowest
annual rental on timber in the prairie ces, to §140 per square
mile on the heavy timber in British Columbia, west of the cade
Mountains, This tax or rental is paid annually, mnd is an addition to
the local or business taxes which may be paid. Most of our holdings
are east of the Cascades, in British Columbia, in the mountain district,
where we pay a tax of §115 gguare mile per annam. the amount
of tlmber which we hold this tax amounts to about 6 cents per thou-
sand i1:!45: annum, This is treble the tax d by us on our holdings
on this side of the line. The fee of the land does not with this.

All of the timber in Canada, however, carries a minimum royalty to
the government of 50 cents per thousand board measure and from that
np to $6 per thousand in royalty in seme of the eastern Pro

To these royalties, to find stumpage, must be added the bonus
which is paid to the Dominion government when the license to cut
the timber was issued by the government, and which amounts, accord-
ing to the competition which prevailed when the timber was sold by
the government, to from 15 cents to §2 thousand. This bonus is
paid to the government In cash when the timber is sold, while the
royalty is pal?i to the government when the timber is sawed. Royalty
is also paid on all of the by-products, including laths and shingles.

Mr. Hines, representing the Weyerhaeuser interests, asserted
that his taxes on a certain timber tract in Wisconsin amounted
to $3 a thousand on the cut of the mill. Against this put the
statesnent of Mr. J. W. Wells, who says he is interested in
320,000 acres of timber land in 14 different counties in Wis-
consin and Michigan, and that his taxes amount to only 50
cents per thousand on the amount of lumber produced. Then
compare this with the royalty taxes in Ontario and the annual
rental charged and add the local tax whenever it is located in
a settled district. We know that in British Columbia there
is a royalty of from 50 to 60 cents per thousand feet of preduct
and in addition to that a lease charge of $115 to $140 per square
mile., Mr. Dwinnell says that M. J. Scanlon pays on his British
Columbia timber the equivalent to a tax of nearly 22 cents;
in Louisiana 10 cents; in Oregon 8 cents.

Mr. Hines seems to forget also that the taxes which he pays
- are utilized in such a way that they tend to enhance the value
of his property. The British Columbia taxes go to the pro-
vincial government, and no part is used in improving the lumber
distriets.

Mr. Bowman says that the taxes in Louisiana amount to 1
cent per thousand; in British Columbia 2 cents. The Rogers
Lumber Company states that taxes on their lands are less than
1 cent in Oregen; in British Columbia 2.57 cents per thonsand.

Of one thing, Mr. I'resident, we can be morally certain, and
that is that no lumber company is continunally, day in and day
out, selling its produce for less than it costs. We ean be equally
certain that no American lumber company is putting its product
close at the doors of the Canadian mills, unless it ean afford to
do so. When we find that such is the case it is pretty good
evidence that the American can compete with the Canadian
right at his own doors.

Mr. President, the Grand Trunk Pacific Railroad passes
through the great lumber districts of British Columbia, a part

Mr. Rogers, in his testhmony |-

of Saskatchewan, and of Alberta, and yet in a competitive bid,
within a year, for lumber to be used in the construction of that
railroad, out in the wooded country of Canada, a Puget Sound
American lmmber company outbid the Canadian company, took
the lumber from the American side, and built the Canadian
railroad.

Mr. PILES. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yicld to the Senator from Washington?
hl;l}[; PILES. Does the Senator want me to explain that to

Mr. FLINT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator yield to the
Senator from California?

Mr. McCUMBER. I have not time to yleld much longer
nnless I continue fo speak at too great length. I want to get
through just as quickly as I can.

Mr. FLINT. Very well; I will wait.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from North Da-
kota declines to yield.

Mr. McCUMBER. I do not decline to yield; but I have not
the time to submit to further interruptions now.

Mr. President, I want to call some facts to the attention of
our southern friends, who have been very fearful that the
Canadians would run their oak lumber down South and come
In competition with southern lumber.

Why, Mr. President, the Canadian Pacific Railread Company
purchases all of its material, as I understand, for the construe-
tion of its cars from our southern mills and takes it up into
Canada. If the American lumber industry needs protection it
would not be shipping its own products into a foreign country,
and the fact that they are shipping into a foreign country year
in and year out is pretty conclusive evidence to me that they do
not need the protection that they are asking for against that
foreign country.

I want to call attention now to the exportation from the
United States to Canada. All of the western country border-
ing upon the Pacific is able to compete with Canada in all of
the lumber markets of the world. I want any man to tell me
how it is possible that year after year we are shipping three or
four times as much lumber abroad as the Canadians are ship-
ping abroad unless we can sell it as low as the Canadians can
sell it. The very fact that we are holding the markets of Aus-
tralia and of the Orient as against the Canadians is pretty con-
clusive evidence to me that we can afford to hold it against the
Canadians, and we can afford to hold it only because we can
manufacture lumber just as cheaply as they can manufacture it.

Our total exports of forest products now exceed in value
$126,000,000. A large portion of this is in competition wiih
Canadian products. The United States is in fact the leading
lumber exporting nation of the world. The mills in Washington
and Oregon increased their exports from 151,000,000 feet in 1005
to 363,000,000 feet in 1907—more than double in two years—
while those of British Columbia increased their exports in the
same period from 41,000,000 to 67,000,000 feet. The increase in
American lumber exports was 200 per cent, while in the case of
British Columbia the increase was only about 55 per cent. If
our Washington and Oregon mills can compete in the foreign
markets against Canadian lumber, why do we need protection in
those markets, or in the home markets either, as against Cana-
dian lumber?

The Pacific Lumber Trade Journal estimates the stumpage of
British Columbia to be 150,000,000,000 feet; of Oregon
225,000,000,000 feet; of Washington 196.000,000,000 feet; of Cali-
fornia 180,000,000,000 feet; and of Idaho 100,000,000,000 feet.
With that supply and with the prices that we are paying,
compared with the Canadian prices in the mountain districts,
1 think it is manifest that we are able to compete with them.

Pine stumpage in Minnesota is sold as high as $12 to $13.
Late sales of government timber in Ontario have been on a
basis of $11.50 to $12 per thousand feet. On the western coast
of British Columbia stumpage is considerably cheaper than
Washington and Oregon stumpage, but the difference is not so
great as has been alleged by the high tariff proponents.

According to Bulletin 27, issued by the Forestry Service,
stumpage values have increased from 1809 to 1907 as follows:

White pine, from $3.66 per thousani to £5.09 per thousand; yellow

from $1.12 te $3.16; lng fir, from 72 cents to $1.44; cedar,
r ss.ﬂfsz to $4.64 ; hemlock, from $2.56 to $4.51; spruce, from $2.26

All of these increases have operated for the benefit of the
large lumber interests.

I want to take up mow the very last proposition, and that
is the matter of the finished lumber. I have heard a great deal
about “jokers” being in our tariff bills. The only provision
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that I know of in this bill that is really a joker in the sense
that it operates as a practical joke upon the American people
is the proposed reduction of $1 in the rate on undressed lumber
and the maintenance of the higher rates upon finished lumber.
Of what benefit to the great consuming public, where the Ium-
ber has to be imported over railways, is the $1 reduction upon
the unfinished product? Of what benefit to the American con-
sumer of lumber is a reduction of the duty on that which he
never uses? The American consumer will get just as much
benefit out of the reduction upon rough lumber as he would get
out of the reduction upon a rough diamond, and no more.
Ninety per cent of all the lumber we use is in a finished state.
What do we use it for? For building homes, building barns,
and so forth. What man would think of buying rough lumber
and sawing it with a handsaw to make his door frames or his
window frames or to tongue and groove his floor? If we are
going to have any substantial reduction, it must necessarily be
upon the finished product.

I want to show, Mr. President, that there is no reason on
earth for maintaining the sliding upward scale, the differentials,
in the lumber schedule. They were placed there possibly years
ago, when it took a separate operation upon every piece of lum-
ber as it was changed from one condition to another. I do not
want to conduct a kindergarten, but I do want to eall attention
to some extent to the manufacture of lumber. I know that I
labor under some disadvantage in not being myself a manu-
facturer of lumber. The Senator from Maryland [Mr. SumirH],
who says he is n manufacturer of lumber of thirty years' ex-
perience, intimated yesterday, because of a statement I had
made, that T had not the slightest idea about the lumber busi-
ness, or possibly that I had never seen a sawmill; and he de-
clared that it was the height of folly to say that you counld
ever take a rough board directly from the saw and plane it;
that it was an impossibility, and that anybody who made a
statement of that kind did not know anything about the lumber
business. These remarks go out over the countiry, and this
morning there commenced to pile in telegrams, letters, and
communications to me from a great many manufacturing lum-
bermen in the country, every one of them declaring that that is
just the process by which they convert the rough lumber into
the finished state. They even deny tRat they ever send it to
the drying kiln first, but state that they send it directly from
the saw to the planing mill, and they plane it on both sides,
top and bottom and side and groove and tongue it all at one
operation. The Senator from Maryland said that nobody ever
heard of a proposition of that kind ; and yet, Mr. President, men
who have been engaged in the lumber business for years say
that that is their method. I know that there is a considerable
portion of the lumber that does not go directly from the saw
to the planing mill. Some of it first goes to the drier, and is
afterwards planed. Some of it goes into the:general stock, is
piled up in the yards, and is not planed until an order comes in,
and then it is put through the planing mill. Why? Not be-
ecause they could not do it before, but simply because it would
become weather-beaten, as they say, and they want it to go
fresh-looking from the mills.

Here is a board [exhibiting] as it comes from the saw. The
expense of manufacturing this board, as I am told, exclusive of
the cost of the log, is less than $4 per thousand. The Dingley
law protects it by a duty of $2, or 50 per cent of the cost of pro-
duction; the Payne bill protects it by a duty of $1, or 25 per
cent of the cost of production. It costs more, as I am reliably
informed, taking Canada as a whole, to manufacture this board
in Canada than it costs to manufacture it in the United States.

Here is another board [exhibiting]. It is planed on only one
side. It is a sample of shiplap, and is surfaced on one side. If
it goes direct from the saw, as I understand, to the planer, it
costs 15 cents on the average to do the surfacing; otherwise 50
cents is a generous allowance. So says my informant. This
lumber surfaced on one side is protected in both the Dingley
law and the Payne bill 50 cents more than the other piece of
lumber without the surfacing. When surfaced on two sides the
cost is about the same as for one side, but the protection, with
no added cost, is a dollar in addition to the duty on rough lum-
ber, making a total rate of protection of $2 upon that plece of
board. The cost of surfacing in Canada is practieally the same
as it is in this country. If % is surfaced on three sides, al-
though it may be only the edge, another 50 cents is added to the
duty, making the duty $1.50.

Mr. President, I have here another board [exhibiting]. Here
is a board finished on four sides. The cost of finishing that
board in no instance, I am informed, exceeds a dollar a thou-
sand, and is probably not more than 50 cents a thousand on
the average, and yet the additional duty over the rate on rough
lumber is $2. The outside cost wonld not exceed $1, and the
average cost would be about 50 cents, but the duty over that on

rough lumber is $2, making a total duty of $3. This might be
surfaced for about the same cost on both sides.

I have some data here to show the cost of surfacing and how
it is done, but I will not bother the Senate with it now.

Here is another board [exhibiting], a two-by-four scantling,
or a two by four, as it is called. It is finished on four sides.
The cost of finishing does not exceed a dollar, and it may not
be more than 50 cents, averaging about 50 cents, but the addi-
tional duty under the pending bill over the duty on rough
lumber, on lumber of this character, is $2, or a $3 duty alto-
gether. Fifty cents added to the duty on rough lumber would
be a sufficient amount for the planing of this piece of lumber.

Here [exhibiting] is a board planed upon one side and
grooved and tongued upon two other sides. This is flooring.
The cost of finishing is not to exceed 50 cents a thousand, and
the additional cost on that is a dollar a thousand, or a total
of $2 duty on that piece of lumber.

I take this one that is finished on four sides, and I insist
that that is changed from the rough piece of lumber that I have
described into that finished article by one movement, I admit
it does not go through the mill so rapidly, as I am informed, as
it would if it were planed upon one side. But they have the
planing mill so arranged that they can run on both sides and
groove and tongue it at the same time.

Mr. PILES. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. PILES. Just for a question?

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly.

Mr. PILES. I wish to ask from whom the Senator gets his
information as to the cost of planing lumber on both sides and
tonguing and grooving?

Mr. McCUMBER. I get it from somebody who is interested
in getting it in——

Mr. PILES. Is it not Mr. Lynch?

Mr. McCUMBER (continuing). Just the same as the Senator
gets his information from somebody who is interested in keeping
it out. I think this is a correct statement, because I have it
from several different companies.

Mr. PILES. I should like to know who they are.

Mr. McCUMBER. I probably have the names right here.
If I have them in my desk I will give them now, and if I have
not, I will certainly give the Senator the names of these people.

Mr. PILES. All right.

Mr., McCUMBER. Here is flooring surfaced on two sides,
tongued and grooved. The cost of finishing is not to exceed 50
cents per thousand. The additional protection over rough lum-
ber is $1.50 a thousand, or a total of $2.50.

I desire to say to my southern friends, who say that they
want to vote for a tariff on lumber, but they want to.vote for
it as a tariff for revenue only and not protection, you have your
opportunity to do so in reducing the schedule upon the finished
Iumber to 50 cents, because everything above that is protection
to the American finisher.

Now here is drop siding, surfaced on one side, tongued and
grooved. The cost of finishing is not to exceed 50 cents a thou-
sand. The additional duty over rough lumber, $1 a thousand,
or an entire duty of $2 per thousand.

Here is another piece of drop siding. That is $2.50 a thou-
sand. It is made upon the same basis, although all the work
is done in passing that on its travels without stopping in its on-
ward movement, from the rough lumber into the finished lumber.

Mr, President, we all understand why the finished lumber can
be shipped so very much cheaper than the rough lumber. It has
already been explained why it is, and I do not care about going
over the same thing again. But I desire to call attention to a
statement that is given here from one of these southern mills,
It was referred to by the Senator from Minnesota [Mr, NeLsox].
I am going to ask the Clerk to read some of these before clos-
ing, but I want to call attention to two schedules or price lists,
one from Texarkana, Ark.,, and the other from St. Louis, Mo.
Those schedules were printed from the same press, with exactly
the same ink, the only difference being the companies mentioned
on the outside. Every item is exactly the same, although these
mills are about 400 miles apart. This price list establishes,
first, that rough lumber costs about $2.25 to $2.50 per thou-
sand more than finished lumber, and it shows almost as con-
clusively that there is a combination on the part of lumber
producers to hold up the consumer.

But what I wanted especially to bring to the attention of the
Senate is the fact that the cost of rough lumber is $2.25, as a
rule, more than the finished preduct. And even with a redue-
tion of $1 per thousand, it would still be higher than the finished

roduct. .
4 Before. closing I want to get at the real secret, the reason
which actuates those lumbermen who are in favor of the higher
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tariff on lumber. As has already been shown, a large portion
of the Canadian lumber resourees are owned to-day by Ameri-
can lumbermen. They make no secret of their proposition.
They know that lumber is bound to go up, as every American
citizen knows it is bound te go up, as it is rapidly being ex-
hausted. They know about how long it will take to exhaust the
present American supply, and they want to hold up the Ameri-
can consuming public to exorbitant prices until they have
exhausted the American supply, during which time their Cana-
dian property will enhance in value as our own supply is being
exhaunsted, and when they have praetically exhausted that then
they will come before the same American public and will ery
for free lumber. While now they are shedding tears for the
poor American laborer, they will thea be weeping for the
American consumer.

Let us see if I am borne out in these facts. I want to call
attention to a position taken by one of the large lumbermen,
as contained in a recent publication, in which he says:

Another interesting phase of the situation is that many, perhaps most,
of the Americans who own timber in British Columbia, and also in the
States, are osed to the repeal of the Amerlecan tarif. Ope of these
menr explained his position the other day in the following language :

“The way I figure It out is that the best policy for those of us who
own timber om both sides of the line is to do our best to keep up the
American tarilf at the present time. That will hel? us te get tep
I}:rices for the products of our American timber as lomg as it lasts,

he faster we cut that timber the more valuable the Canadian timber
will be when the time comes for us te use it.

“If the tariff were to come off now our Canadian timber would glael:a
nothing, but by keeping up the tariff as long as there is any timber left
in the United States we win heavily both ways; first, on our American
timber, and second, eventually on our Canadian timber; and the chances
are that the American pergﬂe with their delusions about a high protect-
fve tariff, will * fall’ to fdea.”

I am told that one of the greatest lumber manufacturers in
the United States a short time ago remarked that, while he
would prefer to have the tariff stay where it is, he did not
have the nerve publicly to commit himself in oppesition to the
repeal of the lumber tariff.

Mr. President, how will the removal of the lumber tariff
keep down prices? It will not keep them down to any great
extent, The diminishing supply is bound to send lumber up-
ward. All it ean possibly do is to prevent extortionate charges
being made for the lumber upon this side. It can operate as
a regulator of the 100 to 188 per cent profits upon the manu-
factures of lumber. 'That is about all it possibly ean do.

Mr. President, in closing, in answer to the charges iterated
and reiterated against our people of the prairie States, that
we are asking for protection and are not granting proteetion,
I want to say that for forty years the safety of the Republican
doectrine of protection has rested in those agricultural States.
We got the least direct benefit. We sacrificed more than any
manufacturing State in the Union for the cause of protection.
We believed in building up your factories. We were patriotic
enongh to say that we would pay higher prices if it gave your
people higher prices and higher wages. And I want to say to
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. SimMoxs], who spoke
Lere the other day along that line, that when the Democrats
were voting a Democratic ballot in every Southern State and
praying to God that it might net be effective—while they were
holding Democratic ballots in their hands and Republican
policies in their hearts, these farmers about whom you are com-
plaining were steadily putting in their ballots, two and three to
one, to protect you against yourselves. Whenever the great
question of protection is in the balance, on the eve of any great
national election, every eye is centered upon the pivotal State of
New York, We first get your Demoecratic vote in that manufac-
turing State. We first get that, as a rule, enormous majority in
favor of free trade, and then we look to get the returns from the
agricultural sections of the country to overturn it; and when
any of yonr States that preach your free-trade doctrine are
voting at the polls even you in those States are looking to the
Northwest, to this farmer, to protect you against that policy.

All of our friends here from the Southern States are preach-
ing protection to-day on everything in which they are interested.
We are giving protection to the manufacturers; we are giving
every one of them a higher protection than we have ever asked
for ourselves: but we believe that there are principles under-
Iying the philosophy of protection that we can never get away
from. We feel that we can apply those principles, and apply-
ing them to lumber, to iron ore, fo coal, and to oil, we can find
no basis for their application, because a duty upon every article
which must necessarily be exhausted just in proportion to that
increase is a contravention of the underlying principles of pro-
tection. We will give protection wherever it is needed, baut,
as I have said before, more important than all other questions
to the American people is fhat of the conservation of our forests.

I deny that we own in fee the territory constituting our coun-

try. It belongs to our children’s children. We have a life in-
terest in these great resources, a right to use them, but I deny
that we have a right to so use them as to seriously diminish
their value to future generations.

The man who takes a life lease of land can not excuse him-
self to those who take after him if he exhausts the soil and so
destroys it that it is praectieally of no use teo those who follow
him. Neither can the American people to-day justify themselves

| in the deforestation of the American Continent, changing our

climate, causing floods, washing away the soil from our farms,
thereby not only depriving future generations of these re-
sources, but, in addition to that, placing upon them the burden
of taxation to reforest and resoil that which we have destroyed.

That is the view, Mr. President, that I have upon the lumber
question. It is a bigger question than that of merely giving
employment to laborers to-day. It is a question of the future,
in which the whole American people have an interest of which
we have no just right to deprive them.

Mr. President, I agreed to say something before closing
about the prices of labor in Canada and the United States. I
just want te call attention to the faet that from a late state-
ment I have this laborer that you are complaining about in
Canada, this eriental laborer, receives on an average $1.68 a day,
and that is 43 cents higher than the average laborer in the south-
ern mills. In other words, the oriental laborer in Canada is re-
ceiving a higher price than the colored laborer in this country.

Mr. BACON. Will the Senator pardon me? What did he say
about the rate of labor in the South?

Mr. McCUMBER. The table which I believe was given in
testimony before the House committee showed that the average
price per day of oriental labor in Canada was $1.68, and that
the average price of the daily wage for the eolored labor in the
southern mills was about 90 eents; that is, less than $1,
although some were paid $1 a day.

Mr. BACON. I do not know the precise wages of such labor
in the South, and I am not prepared to give the Senator accurate
figures, but I am sure it is very much higher than that. I do
not mean by that to enter into any controversy. I was simply
attracted by the statement of the Senator. I confess I was
surprised to hear that the oriental labor is so high. I thought
it was very much lower. That is the reason I interrupted him.
However, I am not well informed about it.

Mr. McCUMBER. I will ask the Senator if colored labor in
the mills in the South, so far as he knows, will average a dollar
a day? ]

Mr. BACON. I can not state with absolute certainty, but I
think— X

Mr. McCUMBER. I have to take the figures as I can get

Mr. BACON. But I think it is more, However, I am not

certain.

During the delivery of Mr. McCuMBER'S speech,

Mr. ALDRICH. Will the Senator from North Dakota yleld
to me for a moment?

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly.

Mr. ALDRICH. I ask leave out of order to report from the
Finance Committee sundry amendments to the pending bill,
which I ask may be printed. I make the report now in order
that the amendments may be printed by to-morrow morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Syrra of Michigan in the
chair). The Senator from Rhode Island reports numerous
amendments to the pending bill, whieh he asks to have printed.
That order will be made, unless there is objection.

At the eonclusion of Mr. McCumBER's speech,

Mr. ALDRICH. I will be glad, Mr. President, if the amend-
ments which I offered to the bill to-day ean now be read. I do
not, of course, expect to have them acted upon at this time, but
I should be very glad to have them read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read, as
requested.

The SecrRETARY: On page 224, after line 16, at the end of
section 1, insert:

The provisions of the dutiable list and the free list of this section
shall constitute the minimum tariff of the United States.

After section 1 insert as a new section the following:

Sre. 2. That from and after the 31st day of March, 1910, except as
otherwise speclally provided for in this section, there shall be lovied,
collected, and paid on all articles when im from any foreign
country into the United States, or into any of its possessions (except
the Philippine 8), the rates of duty preseribed by the schedules
and paragraphs of the dutiable list of section 1 of this act, and in addi-
tion thereto 25 per cent ad valorem; and e shall also be levied,
colleeted, and paid the following rates of duty on articles upon
free list in sald section 1, namely: On coffee, 5 cents per pound; on
tea, 10 ecents pound ; which rates shall constitute the general tariff
of the Uni States: Provided, That whenever and so long as the
President shall be satisfied, in view of the character of the concessions
granted by the minimum tariff of the United States, that the govern-
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ment of any foreign ccuntry imposes no terms or restrictions, either in
the way of tariff rates or provisions, trade or other ml:uons. charges,
exacﬂons{o or in any other manner, directly or tly, upon the
importation into or the sale in such foreign coun of any icultural,
manufactured, or other product of the United States, which unduly
diseriminate against the United States or the products thereof,
that such foreign country tmil-oses no export bounty or prohibition upon
the exportation of any article to the United States w undual
criminates against the United States or the products thereof, and that
guch forelgn country accords to the agricultural, manufactured, or
other products of the United States treatment which Is reciprocal and
equivalent, then, upon proclamation to tais effect by the President of
the United § imported into the United States,
ippine Islands), from such

tates, all articles when
or any of its possessions (except the

foreign country shall, except as otherwise herein provided, be admitted
under the terms of the imum tariff of the United States as pre-
scribed by section 1 of this act. The proclamation issued by the
President under the authority hereby conferred and the nggéimt on of
the minimum tariff thereupon may, in accordance with facts as
found by the President, extend to the foreign country,
or may confined to or exelude from its effect any de dencg. colony,
or other political subdjvision havlnff authority to adopt and enforce
tariff legislation, or to impose restrictions or regulations or to grant
concessions upon the exportation or importation of articles which are,
or may be, imported Into the United States. Whenever the President
shall satisfied that the conditions which led to the issuance of the
proclamation hereinbefore authorized no longer exist, he shall issue a
proclamation to this e!lectbeand thereupon and thereafter the provisions
of the general tariff shall applled to the importation of articles from
such conntry. Whenever the provisions of the general tariff of the
United States shall be applicable to articles imported from any foreign
country, they shall be applicable to the ucts of such country,
whether lm&orted directly m the country of produoction or otherwise.
To secure information to assist the President the discharge of the
duties Imposed upon him by this section, and Information which will be
useful to Congress In tarilf legislation and to the officers of the Gov-
ernment in the administration of the customs laws, the President is
hereby authorized to employ such sons as may be required to make
thorough investigations and nations into the production, com-
merce, and trade of the United States and forelgn countries, and all
conditions affecting the same.

Add as a new section the following:

Bec. 8. That the act entitled “An act to slmplify the laws in relation
to the collection of the revenues,” approved June 10, 1890, as amended,
be further amended to read as follows:

“ Sec. 1. That all merchandise imported into the United States l!lu:].li
for the purpose of this act, be deemed and beld to be the property o
the person to whom the same is co ed; and the holder of a biil of
lading 4 indorsed by the consignee therein named, or, if consigned to
order, by the consignor, shall be deemed the consignee thereof ; and in
case of the abandonment of any merchandise to the underwriters the
latter may recogni as the consignee.

“ 8gc. 2. That all invoices of imported merchandise shall be made out
in the currency of the place or country from whence the importations
shall be made, or, if purchased, in the currency actually paid therefor,
shall contain a correct description of such merchandise, and shall be
made in tripllcate or quadruplicate in case of merchandise intended for
immediate transportation without ﬂ;pmisement., and signed by the per-
son owning or shipping the same, if the merchandise has been actually

urchased, or by the manufacturer or owner thereof if the same has

n procured otherwise than by purchase, or by the duly authorized
agent of such purchaser, seller, manufacturer, or owner.

*“BeC. 3. That all such involices shall, at or before the shipment of
the ise, be produced to the consul, vice-consul, or commercial
agent of the United Btates of the consular district in which the mer-
chandise was manufactured or_ purchased, as the case may be, for ex-
port to the United States, and shall have indorsed thereon, when so
produced, a declaration signed urchaser, seller, manufacturer,
owner, or agent, setting forth that the Invoice is In all respects correct

i and was made at the place from which the merchandise is to
be expor to the United States; that it contains, if the merchandise
was obtained by purchase, a true and full statement of the time when
the place where, the person from whom the same was purchased, and
the actual cost thereof, and of all charges thereon, as provided by this
act; and that no discounts, bounties, or drawbacks are contained in
the involce but such as have been actually allowed thereon; and when
obtained In any other manner than ITZ purchase, the actual market
value or wholesale price thereof at the time of exportation to the
United States in the g:'mcipnl markets of the country from whence
exported ; that such actual market value is the price at which the mer-
chandise described In the involee is freely offered for sale to all pur-
chasers in said markets, and that it is the price which the manufacturer
or owner making the declaration would have received, and was willing
to recelve, for such merchandise sold in the ordinary course of trade
in the usual wholesale quantities, and that it includes all charges
thereon as ﬂ'pmvldecl by this act, and the actual quantity thereof: and
that no different involce of the merchandise mentioned In the invoice
go produced has been or will be furnished to nnﬁ:ne. If mer-
chandise was actually purchased, the declaration shall also contain a
statement that the currency in which such involce Is made out Is that
which was actually pald for the merchandise by the purchaser.

“ Sec. 4. That, e:ce%: in ease of personal effects accompanying the
passenger, no importation of any merchandise exceeding $100 In valoe
skall be admitted to entry without the production of a duly certified

owner,

Invoice thereof as required by law, or of an affidavit made by
ignee, before the collector or his deputy, showing wh
shall be mndg

whole of an

mporter, or cons
it is impracticable to produce such invoice; and no entry

in the absence of a certified Involee, upon affidavit as aforesald, unless
such aflidavit be accompanied by a statement In the form of an In-
voice, or otherwise, showing the actual cost of such merchandise, if
purchased, or, if obtalned otherwise than by Bgrchau, the actval market
value or wholesale price thereof at the time of exportation to the
United States in the prlnclgnl markets of the country from which the
same has imported ; which statement shall be verified by the oath
of the owner, importer, consignee, or agent desiring to make entry of
the merchandise, be administered by the collector or his deput{. and
it shall be lawful for the collector or his deputy to examine the de-
ponent under oath touching the sources of his knowledge, Information
or bellef in the premises, and to require him to produce any letter,
paper, or statement of account'in his possession or under his control,
which may assist the officers of customs in sscerts.inlnf the actual value
of the importation or any part thereof, and in defaulf of such produc-

tion when so requested, such owner, importer, consignee, or agent shall
be thereafter debarred from producing any such letter, papers, or state-
ment for the purpose of avolding any additional duty, penalty, or for-
feiture incurred under this act, unless he shall show to the satisfaction
of the court or the officers of the customs, as the case may be, that it
was not in his power to produce the same when so demanded; and no
merchandise shall be admitted to entry under the provisions of this
section unless the collector shall be satisfied that the failure to produce
a duly certified involice is due to causes beyond the control of the owner,
consignee, or agent thereof : Provided, That the Secretary of the Treas-
ury may make regulations by which books, magazines, and other perlodi-
carﬁl published and imported In suceessive parts, numbers, or volumes,
and entitled to be
for the entire series. And when entry of merchandise ex
100 in value is made by a statement in the form of an invoice, the
collector shall require a bond for the production of a duly certified in-
voice.

% gpe. 5. That whenever merchandise imported into the United States
is entered by invoice, one of the following declarations, aceordiné to
the nature of the case, shall be filed with the collector of the port at
the time of en by the owner, importer, co ee, or agent, which
declaration so filed shall be duly signed by the owner, importer, con-
xlﬁnee, or agent before the collector, or before a notary public or other
officer duly authorized by law to administer oaths and take ackmowl-
edgments, who may be designated by the Secretary of the Treasury
to recelve such deéarnuons and to certify to the idemtity of the per-
sons making them, under regulations to be prescribed by the Secret:
of the Treasury; and every officer so designated shall file with the col-
lector of the port a copy of his official signature and seal: Provided,
That if any ol!wthe invoices or bills of lading of any merchandise im-
ported in any one vessel which should otherwise be embraced in sald
entry have not been received at the date of the entry, the declaration
may state the fact, and thereupon such merchandise, of which the in-
volces or bills of lading are not produced, shall not be included in such
entry, but may be entered subsequently.

“ DECLARATION OF CONSIGNEE, IMPORTER, OR AGENT WHERE MERCHANDISE
HAS BEEN ACTUALLY PURCHASED.

- A , {0 solemnly and truly declare that I am the con-
signee, importer, or agent of the merchandise described in the annexed
entry and invoice; that the invoice and bill of lading now presented by
me to the collector of are the true and only invoice and bill of
lading by me received of all the Foods. wares, and merchandise imported
in the , Whereof s master, from , for account of
any person whomsoever for whom I am authorized to enter the same;
that the said invoice and bill of lading are in the state in which they
were actually received by me, and that I do not know or belleve in the
existence of any other invoice or bill of lading of the said , WATES,

imported free of duty, shall reguire but one declara-
o - ceeding

‘and merchandise ; that the entry now delivered to the collector contains

a just and true account of the gaid goods, wares, and merchandise, ac-
cording to the said invoice and bill o lmﬂg: that nothing bas been on
my part, nor to my knowledge on the p of any other dp('rso‘n con-
cealed or su{gressed wherebf the United States may be defrauded of
any part of the duty lawful { due on the said goods, wares, and mer-
chandise ; that the said invoice and the declaration therein are in all
cts true, and were made hf the person by whom the same purport
to g.euve been made; and that if at any time hereafter I discover any
error in the said involce, or in the account mow rendered of the said
goods, wares, and merchandise, or receive any other Inveice of the
same, 1 will immediately make the same known to the collector of this
district. And I do further solemnly and truly declare that to the best
of my knowledge and bellef (insert the name and residence of the
owner or owners) is (or are)} the owner (or owners) of the
wares, and merchandise mentioned in the annexed entry; that the In-
volce now produced by me exhibits the actunal cost at the time of ex-
rtation to the United States in thgogrlncipal markets of the country
rom whenee imported of the said s, wares, and merchandise, and
includes and specifies the value of all cartons, cases, cra boxea‘li
sacks, cagks, barrels, hogsheads, bottles, jars, demijohns, carboys, an
other containers or coverings, whether holding liguids or solids, which
are not otherwise speclally subject to duty under any paragraph of the
tarif act, and all other costs, charges, and expenses incident to placing
sald goods, wares, and merchandise in condition, packed ready for ship-
ment to the United States, and no other or different discount, bounty,
or drawback but such as has been actually allowed on the same.

“ DECLARATION OF CONSIGNEE, IMPORTER, OR AGEST WHERE MERCHANDISE
HAS NOT BEEN ACTUALLY PURCHASED.

. , do sol Iy and truly declare that I am the con-
signee, importer, or agent of the merchan described in the annexed
entrty and invoice ; that the invoice and bill of lading now presented by
ﬁﬁ l.n% %he collactuir ?11' T u]m-e the true and gnly ln;:itgsi;nid bll[l’t:‘g
¥ me received o afoods,wares,an merchandise impo

in the . Whereof 8 master, from , for aceount of
any person whomsoever for whom I am authorized to entsr the same;
that the sald invoice and bill of lading are in the state in which they
were actually received by me, and that I do not know or believe in the
existence of any other invoice or bill of lading of the said goods, wares,
and merchandise ; that the entry now delivered to the collector contains
a just and true account of the said s, wares, and merchandise,
according to the said involce and bill of lading; that nothing has been
on ne'.lg part, nor to my knowledge on the J,mrt of any other person, con-
cealed or suppressed, whereby the United States may be defrauded of
any rt of the duty lawfully due on the said goods, wares, and mer-
chandise ; that the said involce and the declaration therein are in all
resgectn true, and were made bf’ the person by whom the same purport
to have been made; and that If at any time hereafter I discover any
error in the said invoice, or in the account now rendered of the sald
g'ocm:lﬂi wares, and merchandise, or receive any other invoice of the same,
wlll immediately make the same known to the collector of this dis-
trict. And I do further solemnly and truly declare that to the best of
my knowledge and belief (insert the name and residence of the owner
or owners) 1s (or are) the owner (or owners) of the goods, wares, and
merchandise mentioned in the annexed entry; that the invoice now pro-
duced by me exhibits the actual market value or wholesale price at the
time of exportation to the United States in the prineipal markets of
country from whence imported of the sald goods, wares, and mer-
chandise, and includes and specifies the value of all cartons, cases,
crates, boxes, sacks, casks, barrels, hogsheads, bottles, jars, demijohns,
carboys, and other containers or coverings, whether holding llgu or
solids, which are not otherwise s lly subject to duty under any
{):udgmph of the act, and other costs, charges, and enses
cident to placing said goods, wares, and merchandise in ecpndition,
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packed ready for shipment to the United States, and no other or differ-
ent tcjlliscount, bounty, or drawback but such as has been actually allowed
on the same.

‘“ DECLARATION OF OWXNER IN CASES WHERE MERCHANDISE HAS BEEN
ACTUALLY PURCHASED.

it & ., do solemnly and truly declare that I am the
owner by purchase of the merchandise described in the anmnexed entry
and invoice; that the entry now delivered by me to the collector of
contains a just and true account of all the goods, wares, and
merchandise imported by or consigned to me, in the , Whereof
is master, from ; that the invoice and entry, which I
now produce, contain a just and faithful account of the actual cost of
the said goods, wares, and merchandise, and include and specify the
value of all cartons, cases, crates, boxes, sacks, casks, barrels, hog-
heads, bottles, jars, demijohns, earboys, and other containers or cover-
ings, whether holding liguids or solids, which are not otherwise specially
subject to duty under any paragraph of the tariff act, and all other
costs, charges, and expenses incident to placing said goods, wares, and
merchandise in condition, packed ready for shipment to the United
States, and no other discount, drawback, or bounty but such as has
been actually allowed on the same; that I do not know nor believe in
the existence of any invoice or bill of lading other than those now ‘pro-
duced by me, and that they are in the state in which I actually received
them. And I further solemnly and truly declare that I have not in
the said entry or invoice concealed or suppressed anything whereby the
United States may be defrauded of any gart of the duty lawfully due
on the sald goods, wares, and merchandise; that to the best of my
knowledge ang belief the said invoice and the declaration thereon are in
all respects true, and were made by the person by whom the same pur-
port to have been made, and that if at any time hereafter 1 discover
any error in the said invoice or in the account now produced of the
sals:i goods, wares, and merchandise, or receive any other invoice of the
sameI I will immediately make the same known to the collector of this
distriet.

“ DECLARATION OF MANUFACTURER OR OWNER IN CASES WHERE MER-
CHANDISE HAS NOT BEEN ACTUALLY PURCHASED.

L , o solmenly and truly declare that I am the
owner (or manufacturer) of the merchandise described in the annexed
entry and invoice; that the entry now delivered by me to the collector
o contains a just and true account of all the goods, wares,
and merchandise imported by or consigned to me in the . whereof
is master, from ; that the said goods, wares,
and merchandise were not actua]lg bought by me, or by my agent, in
the ordinary mode of bargain and sale, but that nevertheless the In-
voice which I now produce contains a just and faithful valuation of
the same, at their actual market value or wholesale price, at the time
of exportation to the United States, in the principal markets of the
country from whence imported for my account (or for account of myself
or partners) ; that such actual market value is the price at which the
merchandise described in the invoice is freely offered for sale to all
purchasers in sald markets and is the price which I would have re-
ceived and was willing to receive for such merchandise sold in the
ordinary course of trade in the usual wholesale quantities; that the
said invoice contains also a just and faithful account of all the cost
of finishing said goods, wares, and merchandise to their present condi-
tion, and includes and specifies the value of all cartons, cases, crates,
boxes, sacks, casks, barrels, hogsheads, bottles, jars, demijohns, ecarboys,
and other containers or coverings, whether holding liquids or solids,
which are not otherwise specially subject to duty under any paragraph
of the tariff act, and all other costs and charges incident to placing

8, wares, and merchadise in condition, packed ready for ship-
ment to the United States, and no other discount, drawback, or bounty,
but such as has been actually allowed on the said goods, wares, and
merchadise ; that the sald invoice and the declaration thereon are in
all respects true, and were made by the person by whom the same
purports to have been made; that do not know nor belleve in the
existence of any involce or bill of lading other than those now produced
by me, and that they are in the state in which I actually received them.
And I do further solemnly and truly declare that I have not in the
said entry or invoice concealed or suppressed anything whereby the
United States may be defrauded of any part of the duty lawfully due
on the said goods, wares, and merchandise; and that if at any time
hereafter I discover any error in the said invoice, or in the accounts
now produced of the sald goods, wares, and merchandise, or receive
any other Invoice of the same, I will immediately make the same known
to the collector of this district.

“ BEC., 6. That any person who shall knowingly make any false state-
ment in the declarations iroﬂded for in the preceding section, or
shall aid or procure the making of any such false statement as to any
matter material thereto, shall, on conviction thereof, be punished hy
a fine not exceeding $£5,000, or by imprisonment at hard labor not more
than two years, or both, in the discretion of the court: Provided, That
nothing In this section shall be construed to relieve imported mer-
chandise from forfeiture by reason of such false statement or for any
cause elsewhere provided by law.

* 8EC. 7. That the owner, conslgnee, or agent of any imported mer-
chandise may, at the time when he shall make and verify his written
entry of such merchandise, but not afterwards, make such addition
in the entry to or such deduction from the cost or value given in the
invoice or pro forma Invoice or statement In form of an invoice, which
he shall produce with his entry, as in his opinion may raise or lower
the same to the actual market value or wholesale price of such mer-
chandise at the time of exportation to the United States, in the prin-
cipal markets of the country from which the same has been imported;
and the collector within whose district any merchandise may be im-
ported or entered, whether the same has been actually purchased or
procured otherwise than by purchase, shall cause the actual market
value or wholesale price of sich merchandise to be appraised; and if
the appraised value of any article of imported merchandise subject to
an ad valorem duty or to a duty based ui)on or regulated in any manner
hg the value thereof shall exceed the value declared in the entry, there
sha
by

11 be levied, collected, and paid, In addition to the duties imposed

law on such merchandise, an additional duty of 1 per cent of the
total appralsed value thereof for each 1 per cent that such appraised
value exceeds the value declared in the entry; but the additional duties
shall only apply to the particular article or articles in each Invoice
that are so undervalued and shall not be imposed upon any article npon
which the amount of duty Imposed by law on account of the appraised
value does not exceed the amount of duty that would be imposed if
the appraised value did not exceed the entered value, and shall be
limited to 50 per cent of the appraised value of such article or articles,

Such additional dnties shall not be construed to be penal, and shall not
be remitied nor payment thereof in any way avolded except in cases
arising from a manifest clerical error, and whenever additional duties
bave been imposed upon merchandise the same shall not be refunded in
case of exportation of the merchandlse, nor shall they be subject to the
benefit of drawback: Provided, That if the a pm{eed value of any
merchandise shall exceed the value declared in the entry by more than
50 per cent, except when arising from a manifest clerleal error, such
entry shall be held to be presumptively fraudulent, and the collector
of customs shall seize such merchandise and proceed as in case of for-
feiture for violation of the customs laws, and In any legal proceeding
that may result from such seizure, the undervaluation as shown by the
appraisal shall be presumpiive evidence of fraud, and the burden of
roof shall be on the claimant to rebut the same, and forfeiture shall

ad‘J]udged unless he shall rebut such presumption of fraudulent in-
tent by sufficient evidence. The forfeiture provided for in this sec-
tion shall apply to the whole of the merchandise or the wvalue thersof
in the case or package containing the particular article or articles in
each invoice which are undervalued : Provided further, That all addi-
tional duties, penalties, or forfeitures applicable to merchandise entered
by a duly certified invoice shall be alike applicable to merchandise
entered by a pro forma invoice or statement in the form of an invoice,
and no forfeiture or disability of any kind Incurred under the provi-
sions of this section shall he remitted or mitigated by the Secretary of
the Treasury. The duty shall not, however, be assessed in any case
upon an amount less than the entered value.

“8gc. 8. That when merchandise entered for customs duty has been
consigned for sale by or on account of the manufacturer thereof, to a
person, agent, partner, or consignee in the United States, such person,
agent, partner, or consignee shall, at the time of the entry of such
merchandise, present to the collector of customs at the port where such
entry is made, as a part of such entry, and In addition to the certified
invoice or statement in the form of an invoice required by law, a state-
ment signed by such manufacturer, declaring the cost of production of
such merchandise, such cost to include all the elements of cost as stated
in section 11 of this act. When merchandise entered for customs duty
has been consigned for sale by or on account of a person other than
the manufacturer of such merchandise, to a person, agent, partner, or
consignee in the United States, such person, agent, partner, or con-
st%nee ghall at the time of the entry of such merchandise present to the
collector of customs at the port where such entry is made, as a part of
such entry, a statement signed by the consignor thereof, declaring that
the merchandize was actually purchased by him or for his account, and
showing the time when, the place where, and from whom he purchased
the merchandise, and in detail the price he paid for the same: Pro-
vided, That the statements required by this sectlon shall be made in
trig:imte, and shall bear the attestation of the consular officer of the
United States resident within the consular district wherein the mer-
chandise was manufactaored, if consigned by the manufacturer or for his
account, or from whence it was imported when consigned by a person
other than the manufacturer, one copy thereof to be delivered to the
{)erson making the statement, one copy to be transmitted with the

riplicate invoice of the merchandise to the collector of the port in the
United States to which the merchandise is consigned, and the remaining
copy to be filed in the consulate.

“BeCc. 9. That If any consignor, seller, owner, Importer, consignee
agent, or other person or persons, shall enter or Introduce, or attempf
to enter or introduce, into the commerce of the United States any
1%ported merchandise by means of any frandulent or false involce,
affidavit, letter, paper, or by means of any false statement, written or
verbal, or by means of any false or fraudulent practice or appliance
whatsoever, or shall be guilty of any willful act or omission by means
whereof the United States shall or may be deprived of the lawful
duties, or any ;mrtlon thereof, aceruing upon the merchandise, or any

rtion thereof, embraced or refer to in such Invelce, affidavit,
etter, paper, or statement, or effected by such aet or omission, such
merchandise, or the value thereof, to be recovered from such person or
persons, shall be forfeited, which forfeiture shall only apply to the
whole of the merchandise or the value thereof in the case or package
containing the particular article or articles of merchandise to which
such fravud or false paper or statement relates; and such person or
persons shall, upon conviction, be fined for each offense a sum not
exceeding $5,000, or be imprisoned for a time not exceeding two years,
or both, in the discretion of the court. s

*“8ec. 10. That it shall be the duty of the appraisers of the United
States, and every of them, and every person who shall act as such
appraiser, or of the collector, as the case may be, by all reasonable
ways and means in his or their power to ascertain, estimate, and
appraise (any invoice or afidavit thereto or statement of coet, or of
cost of production to the contrary notwithstanding) the actual market
value and wholesale price of the merchandise at the time of exporta-
tion to the United States, in the principal markets of the country
whence the same has been imported, and the number of yards, parcels,
or quantities, and actual market value or wholesale price of every of
them, as the case may require.

“Bec. 11. That when the actual market value, as defined by law, of
any article of imported merchandise, wholly or rtly manufactured
and subject to an ad valorem duty, or to a duty based In whole or In
part on value, can not be ascertained to the satisfaction of the ap-
praising officer, such officer shall use all avallable means in his power
to ascertain the cost of production of such merchandise at the time of
exportation to the United Statcs, and at the place of manufactore, such
cost of production to include the cost of materials and of fabrication,
and all general expenses, to be estimated at not less than 10 per cent,
covering every cutlay of whatsoever nature incident to such lllamductlon,
together with the expense of preparing and putting up such merchan-
dise ready for shipment, and an addition of not less than 8 nor more
than 50 Ter cent upon the total cost as thus ascertained; and in no
case shall such merchandise be appralsed upon original appralsal or
reappraisement at less than the total cost of production as thus ascer-
tained. The actual market value or wholesale price, as defined by law,
of any Imported merchandise which is consigned for sale in the United
States, or which is sold for exportation to the United States, and
which Is not actually sold or freely offered for sale in usual wholesale
quantities in the open market of the country of exportation to all pur-
chasers, shall not in any case be appraised at less than the wholesale
price at which such or similar imported merchandise is actually sold
or freely offered for sale In usual wholesale quantities In the 1nited
States in the open market, due allowance by deduction being made for
estimated duties thereon, cost of transportation, insurance, and other
necessary expenses from the place of shipment to the place of dellvery,
and a commission not ex ng 6 per cent, if any has been paid or
contracted to be paid.
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“ Sge. 12. That there shall be appointed by the President, by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate, 9 i;mrnl appraisers of
merchandise. Not more than 5 of such neral appraisers shall be
appointed from the same political party. \ 4 alng not be engaged
in any other huslness, avocation, or employment.

“AIY of the general appraisers of merchandise heretofore or here-
after appointed under the anthority of said act shall hold their office
during good behavior, but may, after due hearing, be removed by the
President for the following causes, and no other: Neglect of duty,
malfensance in office, or inefliciency.

“That hereafter the salary of each of the general appraisers of mer-
chandise shall be at the rate of $0,000 per annum.

“That the said boards of yl,veneml appraisers and the members
thereof shail have and possess all the powers of a circult court of the
United States in preserving order, compelling the attendance of wit-
nesses, and the produection of evidence, and in t&}mmhmg for contempt.

“All notices in writing to collectors of dissatisfactlon of any decision
thereof, as to the rate or amount of duties chargeable upon imported
merchandise, including all dutlable costs and charges, and as to all
fees and exactions of whatever character (except ties on tonnage),
with the invoice and all papers and its, shall be forwarded to the
board of nine general ap%rsisers of merchandise at New York to be b{
rule thereof assigned for hearing or determination, or both. The Pres
dent of the United States shall designate one of the board of nine
ernl appraisers of merchandise as president of said board and others
in order to act in his absence. B8al neral appraisers of merchandise
ghall be divided into three boards of three members each, to be denomi-
natell respectively Board 1, Board 2, and Board 3. The president of
the board shall assign three eral appraisers to each of said boards
and shall designate one member of each of sald boards as chalrman
thereof, and such assignment or designation may be bgo him changed
from time to time, and he may assign or designate all boards of three
general appraisers where it is now or heretofore was s;g:ovided by law
that such might be assigned or d ted by the retary of the
Treasury. The president of the board shall be competent to sit as a
member of any board, or assign ome or two other members thereto, in
the absence or Inability of any ome or two members of such board.
Esch of the beards of three general appraisers, or a majority thereof,
shall have full power to hear and determine all cases and questions
arising therein or assigned thereto; and the eral board of nine gen-
eral appraisers, and each of the general appraisers of merchandise, shall
have all the jurisdiction and l‘Powers and proceed as now, heretofo
and herein provided. The said board of e general appraisers shal
have power to establish from time to time such rules of evidence, prac-
tice, and procedure, not inconsistent with the statutes, as may be

med necessary for the conduct and uniform.lot‘v of its pmceeg!ngs
and declsions and the p gs and decisions the boards of three
thereof; and for the production, care, and custody of samples and
records of said board. The president of the board shall have control
of the fiscal affairs and the clerical force of the board, make all recom-
mendations for appointment, promotlon, and otherwise affecting said
clerical foree; he may at any time before trial under the rules of said

rd mlgn or reassign m{ case for hearing, determination, or both,
and shall designate a general appraiser or a board of eral appraisers

proceed to any port within the jurisdiction of the United States for
the of hearing, or determining if authorized by law, causes
assigned for hearing at such port, and shall cause to be prepared and
duly promulgated dockets therefor. No member of any of said boards

1 sit to or decide any case on %gpenl in the decision of which
he may have previously participated. e board of three general ap-
praisers, or a majority of them, who decided the case, may, upon mo-
tion of either party made within thirty days next after their Secision.
grant a rehearing or retrial of said case when in their opinion the ends
of justice may require it.

“8Ec, 13. That the appralser shall revise and correct the reports of
the assistant appraisers as he may judge proper, and the appraiser, or,
at ports where there is no appraiser, the tKerson acting as such, shall
report to the collector his decision as to the valne of the merchandise
appraised. At {mrts where there {8 no appraiser thé certificate of the
customs officer to whom Is committed the estimating and collection of
duties, of the dutiable value of any merchandise req‘:g;d to be ap-
praised, shall be deemed and taken to be the appra ent of such
merchandise. If the collector shall deem the appralsement of any Im-

rted merchandise too low, he may, within sixty days thereafter, appeal

reappraizsement, which shall be made by one of the general a fsmfsers
or if the importer, owner, agent, or consignee of such merchsng se shall
be dissatisfled with the appraisement thereof, and shall have complled
with the requirements of law with respect to the entry and appraise-
ment of merchandise, he may within ten days thereafter give notice to
the collector, in writing, of such dissatisfactlon. The decision of the
general appraiser in cases of reappraisement shall be final and conclusive
as to the dutiable value of such merchandise against all parties In-
terested therein, unless the importer, owner, consignes, or agent of the
merchandise shall be dissatisfled with sueh decision, and shall, within
ten days thereafter, give notice to the ecollector, In writing, of such

dissatisfaction, or unless the collector shall deem the reappra nt of
the merchandise too Iow, and shall within ten days the ter appeal to

re-reappralsement; in either case the collector shall transmit in-
volce and all the papers appertaining thereto to the board of nine gen-
eral appraisers, to be by rule thereof duly assigned for determination.
In such cases the gemeral appraiser and boards of general appralsers
shall proceed by all reasonalble ways and means in their power to ascer-
taln, estimate, and determine the dutiable value of the imported mer-
chandise, and In so doing may exercise Doth jundicial and uisitorial
functions. In such cases hearings may in the discretion of the General
Appraiser or Board of General Ap s before whom the case hn&wnd-
ing be open and in the presence of the imperter or his attorney and any
duly authorized representative of the Government, who may In like dis-
cretion examine and cross-examine all witnesses produced. The decision
of the appraiser, or single general appraiser in case of no appeal, and
of the board of three general appralsers in all re:ggmlsemmt cases,
shall he final and conclusive against all parties and 1l not be subject
to review in any manner for any cause iIn any tribunal or court, and
the collector or the person acting as such shall ascertain, fix, and liqul-
date the rate and amount of the duties to be paid on such merchan
and the dutiable costs and charges thereon, according to law.

“ Bec. 14. That the decislon of the collector as to the rate and
amount of duties chargeable upon imported merchandise, including all
dutiable costs and eh: and as to all fees and exactions of whatever
character (exeept duties on tonnage), shall be final and conclusive

inst all persons interested therein, unless the owner, importer, eon-
signee, or agent of such merchandise, or the person such fees,
charges, and exactions other than dntfee, shall, within days

but not before such ascertalnment and lquidation of duties, as well in
cases of merchandise entered mtbm:ga ?s torthmnslmpt:]on. orﬂ;itr'l;hﬁ
fifteen days after the payment of su ees, a:zzen, and exac y
dimtisﬂegs with such decision, give notice in writing to the collector,
setting forth therein distinctly and specifically, and in respect to each
entry or payment, the reasons for his objections thereto, and if the
merchandise is entered for consumption shall pay the full amount of
the duoties and charges ascertained to be due thereon. Upom such
notice and payment the collector shall transmit the invoice and all the
papers and exhibits eo therewith to the board of nine general
appraisers, for due assignment and determination as hereinbefore pro-
vr such determination shall be final and conelusive upon all persons
interested therein, and the record shall be transmitted to the proper
collector or person acting as such, who shall liqluidate the entry agcord—
ingly, except in cases where an application shall be filed in the United
States court of customs appeals within the time and in the manmner
provided for in this act.

“ Qpe. 15. That the general appralsers, or any of them, are hereb
authorized to adminster oaths, and said general ap rs, the Iwau'd;sr
of general appraisers, the local appraisers or the collectors, as the
case may be, may cite to appear before them, and examine uj oath
any owner, importer, agent, consignee, er other person touc ing any
matter or thin which they, or either of them, may deem material
respec any imported dise, in ascertaining the dutiable value
or classification tﬂ:rmf; and they, or either of them, may require the
production of any letters, accounts, or invoices relnt:ln'?' to sald mer-
chandise, and may re&nim such testimony to be reduced to wr!tin;&, and
when so taken it shall be filed in the office of the collector, and pre-
served for use or reference until the final decislon of the collector or
sald board of appraisers shall be made res the valuation or
classification of sald merchandise, as the case may be.

“8ec. 16. That if an gmn so cited to appear shall neglect or
refuse to attend, or sluui cline to answer, or 1 refuse to answer
in writing any interrogatories, and subseribe his name to his deposition,
or to produce such papers when so required by a general appraiser,
or a Board of General Appraisers, or a local appraisers or a collector, he
ghall be liable to & penalty of $100; and if such person be the owner,
importer, or censignee, the appraisement which the general appraiser,
or Board of General Appraisers, or local appralser or collector, where
there is no appralser, may make of the merchandise ghall be final and
eonclusive ; and any person who shall willfully and corruptly swear
falsely on an examination before any general appralser, or Board of
General Appraisers, or loeal appraiser or collector, shall be deemed

of perjury; and if he is the owner, importer, or consignee, the
merchandise shall be forfeited.

“Hee., 17. That all decisions of the general sgpmlsers and of the
boards of general lfpratseu !lr,e:ﬂecﬂng values and rates of duty shall
be preserved and filed and be o to inspection under pro
regulations to be preseribed by the Secretary of the Treasury.
decisions of the ral appraisers shall be reported forthwith to the
Becretary of the Treasury and to the Board of General Appralsers on
duty at the port of New York, and the report to the board shall be
accompanied, whenever practicable, bg samples of the merchandlse in
question, and it shall be the duty of the sald board, under the direction
of the Eiemtsrr of the Treasury, to cause an abstract to be made and
published of such decisions of the appraisers as they may deem impot-
tant and of the decisions of each of the general appraisers and boards
of general appralsers. which abstract shall contain a general descrip-
tion of the merchandise in question and of the value and rate of duty
fixed in each case, with reference, whenever practicable, by number or
other designation, to samples deposited in the place of samples at
New York, and such abstract shall be issmed from time to time at
onﬁim each week for the Information of customs officers and the
publie.

“8ge. 18. That whenever imported merchandise Is subject to an ad
valorem rate of duty, or to a duty based uﬁn or regulated in any man-
ner by the value thereof, the duty shall assessed upon the nectual
market value or wholesale price thereof, at the time of exportation to
the United States, in the principal markets of the country from whence
exported ; that such actual market value is the price at which such
merchandise is freely offered for sale to all purchasers in said mar-
kets, and is the price which the manufacturer or owner would have
received, and was willing to receive, for such merchandise when sold
in the ord!nnrr course of trade in the usual wholesale quantities, in-
cluding the wvalue of all cartons, cases, crates, boxes, sacks, casks, bar-
rels, hogsheads, bottles, jars, demijohns, carboys, and other containers
or coverings, whether holding liquids or seolids, which are not other-
wise srecia.tly subject to duty under any E‘m raph of the tariff act,
and all other costs, charges, and expenses incident to placing the mer-
chandise in condition, packed ready for shipment to the United States,
and if there be used for covering or holding Imported merchandise,
whether dutiable or free, any unusual article or form designed for use
otherwise than in the bona fide transportation of such merchandise to
the United States, additional duty shall be levied and collected upon
such material or article at the rate to which the same would be sub-
jected If separat imported. That the words *“ value,” or “actual
market value,” or ** wholesale price,” whenever used in this aet, or in
any law relating fo the appraisement of imported merchandise, shall
be construed to be the actual market valune or wholesale price of
gdtllit“ simit. lar merchandise comparable in value therewith, as defined

8 ae

“ Bpe. 19. Any merchandise deposited in any publie or private bonded
warehouse may be withdrawn for consumption within three years from
the date of original importation, on payment of the duties and charges
to which it may be subject by law at the time of such withdrawal:
Provided, That nothing herein shall affect or impair existing pro-
vﬁltoim of law In regard to the disposal of perishable or explosive
articles.

“8ec. 20. That in all suits or informations brought, where any
seizure has been made pursuant to any act providing for or regula
the collectlon of duties on imports or tounalfe. it the property Is clai
g{duy n, the burden of proof shall lie upon such claimant: Pro-

ed, t probable cause is shown for such prosecution, to be judged
of bg the court.

“Bpc. 21. That all fees exacted and oaths administered by officers
of the customs, except as provided in this aect, under or by virtue of
existing laws of the Uni States, upon the entry of imported goods
and the passing thereof through the customs, and also upon all entries
of domestie goods, wares, and merchandise for exportation, be, and the
same are hereby, abolished; and in ease of en of merchandlse for
exportation, a declaration. in llen of an oath, shall be filed, in such
form and such regufatlnns as may be Tmcrl.hed by the Se
; and the penalties provided in the sixth section of
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act for false statements in such declaration shall be applicable to
declarations made under this section: Provided, That where such fees,
under existing laws, constitute, in whole or in part, the compensation
of any officer, such officer shall receive, from and after the passage o
this act, a fixed sum for each year equal to the amount which he would
have been entitled to receive as fees for such services during said year.

*“ 8Ec. 22, That no allowance for damage to goods, wares, and mer-
chandise imported into the United States, Including deecay, injury, or
destruction rot of fruits or any other merchandise, shall hereafter
be made in the estimation and liquidation of duties thereon, except in
cases where such goods may have been se and destroyed under orders
issued by any lawfully constituted board of health, but the importer
thereof may, within ten days after entry, abandon to the United States
all or any portion of 8, wares, and merchandise included in any
invoice and be relieved from the payment of the duties on the portion
8o abandoned : Provided, That the portion so abandoned shall amount to
10 per cent or over of the total value or quantity of the invoice, and
the property so abandoned, if of any value, shall be sold by public
auction or otherwise disposed of for the account and credit of the
United States under such regulations as the Secretary of the Treasury
may prescribe. The right of abandonment herein provided for may be
exercised whether the thing abandoned has any market value or not.

“ BEC. 23. That whenever it shall be shown to the satisfaction of the
Becretary of the Treasury that, in any case of unascertained or esti-
mated duties, or payments made upon appeal, more money has been paid
to or deposited with a collector of customs than, as has been ascertained
E{ final liquidation thereof, the law required to be paid or deposited

e Secretary of the Treasury shall direct the Treasurer to refund an
pay the same out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated. The necessary moneys therefor are hereby appropriated, and
this appropriation shall be deemed a permanent indefinite appro-
priation; and the BSecretary of the Treasury Is hereby authori io
correct manifest clerical errors in any entry or liguidation, for or
against the United States, at any time within one year of the date of
such entry, but not afterwards: Provided, That the Secretary of the
Treasury shall, in his annual report to Congress, give a detailed state-
ment of the various sums of money refunded under the provisions of
this act or of any other act of Congress relating to the revenue, to-
gether with coples of the rulings under which repayments were made.

‘“BEc. 24, That from and after the takin%eeffect of this act, no
collector or other officer of the customs shall in any way liable to
any owner, importer, consignee, or agent of any merchandise, or any
other person, for or on account of any rulings or decisions as to the
classification of sald merchandise or the duties charged thereon, or the
collection of any dues, charges, or duties on or on account of sald mer-
chandise, or any other matter or thing as to which sald owner, im-

orter, consignee, or agent of such merchandise might, under this act,
entitled to appeal from the decision of said collector or other officer,
or from any board of appraisers provided for in this act.

“ Sec. 25, That any person who shall give, or offer to ]give, or promise
to give, any money or thing of value, directly or indirectly, to any officer
or em 'loyee of the United States in consideration of or for any act or
omission contrary to law in connection with or pertaining to the im-
portation, appralsement, entry, examination, or inspection of goods,
wares, or merchandise, including herein any baggage or of the liguida-
tion of the entry thereof, or shall by threats or demands or promises
of any character atl:emgt to in;gr:g)erly influence or control any such
officer or employee of the Unit tates as to the performance of his
official duties shall, on convictlon thereof, be fined not exceeding §2,000,
or be imprisoned at hard labor not more than one year, or both, in the
discretion of the court; and evidence of such giving, or offering, or
promising to give, satisfactory to the court in which such trial is fmd,
shall be regarded as prima facie evidence that such giving or offering
or promising was contrary to law, and shall put upon the accused the
burden of proving that such act was innocent and not donme with an
unlawful intention,

“8pe. 26. That any officer or employee of the United States who
shall, excepting for lawful duties or fees, solicit, demand, emctﬁ or re-
ceive from any rson, directly or indirectly, any money or thing of
value in connection with or !l)ertaining to the importation, appraise-
ment, entry, examination, or inspection of goods, wares, or merchan-
dise, including herein any hagegaﬁe or liguidation of the entry thereof,
on convictlon thereof shall ned not exceeding $5,000 or be im-
prisoned at hard labor not more than two years, or both, in the dis-
cretion of the court; and evidence of such sollclting, demanding, ex-
acting, or receiving, satisfactory to the court imn which such trial is
had, shall be regarded as prima facie evidence that such solicitlni;, de-
manding, exacting, or receiving was contrary to law, and shall put
upon the accused the burden of proving that such act was innocent and
not with an unlawful intention.

“ Bec. 27. That any baggage or
United States in transit to any foreign countr,
the parties having it in charge to the collector of the proper district, to
be by him retained, without the payment or exaction of any import duty,
or to be forwarded by such collecfor to the collector of the port of de-

arture and to be delivered to such parties on their departure for their
reign destination, under such rules and regulations as the Secretary
of the Treasury may preseribe.

“ Spe. 28. That sections 2608, 2838, 28390, 2841, 2843, 2845, 2853,
2854, 2856, 2858, 2860, 2000, 2902, 2005, 2007, 2908, 2009, 2022,
29923, 2024, 2927, 2029, 2030, 2031, 2032, 2043, 2945, 2052, 3011,
$012, 30123, 8013 of the Revised Statutes of the Unlted States, be,
and the same are hereby, repealed, and sections 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, and
16 of an act entitled ‘An act to amend the customs-revenue jaws and
to repeal moleties,’ approved June 22, 1874, and sections 7, 8, and
9 of the act entitled *An act to reduce internal-revenue taxation, and
for other purposes,’ approved March 3, 1883, and all other acts and
parts of acts inconsistent with the provisions of this aet, are hereby
repealed, but the repeal of existing laws or modifications thereof em-
braced in this act shall not affect any act done, or any right acernirg
or accrued, or any suit or proceeding had or commenced in any civil
cause before the said repeal or modifications; but all rights and liabilities
under sald laws shall continue and may be enforced in the same man-
ner as if said repeal or modifications had not been made, Any offenses
committed, and all penalties or forfeitures or liabilities incurred prior
to the passage of this act under any statute embraced in or changed,
modified, or repealed by this act may be prosecuted and punished in the
same manner and with the same effect as if this act had not been
passed. All acts of limitation, whether applicable to civil causes or
proceedings or to the prosecution of offenses or for the recovery of

nalties or forfeitures embraced in or modified, changed, or repealed
B; this aect, shall not be affected thereby; and all suits, T;oceedjngs.
or prosecutions, whether civil or criminal, for causes arising or acts

ersonal effects arrlvinF in the
may be delivered by

done or committed prior to the

assage of this act, may be commenced
and prosecuted within the same

ime and with the same effect as if this
act had not been passed: And provided further, That nothing in this
act shall be construed to repeal the provisions of section 3058 of the
Revised Btatutes as amended by the act approved February 23, 1887,
in respect to the abandonment of merchandise to underwriters or the
salvors ufzé:r?erty. and the ascertainment of duties thereon.

“Brec. 29. That a United States court of customs appeals is hereby
created, and said court shall consist of a presiding judge and four asso-
ciate judges appointed by the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, each of whom shall receive a salary of $10,000

er annum. It shall be a court of record, with jurisdiction as here-
nafter established and limited.

* Baid court shall gﬂescribe the form and style of its seal and the
form of its writs and other process and procedure and exercise such
powers conferred by law as may be conformable and necessary to the
exercise ,of its jurisdiction. 1t shall have the services of a marshal,
with the same duties and powers, under the regulations of the court,
as are now provided for the marshal of the Supreme Court of the
United States, so far as the same may be applicable, sald services to be
performed by the United States marshals in and for the districts where
sessions of said court may be held, and to this end said marshals shall
be the marshals of sald court of customs appeals. The court shall ap-
point a clerk, whose office shall be in the city of New York, and who
shall perform and exercise the same dutles and powers in regard to all
matters within the jurlsdiction of said court as are now exercised and
gerformed by the clerk of the Supreme Court of the United Btates, so
ar as the same may be applicable, The salary of the clerk shall be
$4,000 per annum, which sum shall be in full payment for all service
rende by such clerk, and all fees of any kind whatever, and all costs
shall be by him turned into the United States Treasury. BSald clerk
shall not be appointed by the court or any judge thereof as a commis-
sioner, master, receiver, or referee. The costs and fees In the sald
court shall be fixed and established by said court in a table of fees to
be adopted and approved by the Supreme Court of the United States
within three months after the organization of said court: Provided,
That the costs and fees so fixed shall not, with respeect to any item
exceed the costs and fees charged in the Supreme Court of the United
States; and the same shall be expended, accounted for, and paid over
to the Treasury of the United States. The court shall have power to
establish all rules and regulations for the conduct of the business of
the court and as may be needful for the uniformity of decisions within
its jurisdiction as conferred by law.

“The said United States court of customs appeals shall always be
open for the transaction of busi an i thereof may be held
annuall{, or oftener, by the said court, in the several judicial cireuits,
at the following places: In the first cireult, in the city of Boston; in
the second circuit, in the city of New York; in the third and fourth
circuits, in the cities of Philadelphia and Baltimore; in the fifth cir-
cuit, in the citles of New Orleans and Galveston; in the sixth, seventh,
and eighth circuits, in the city of Chieago; in the ninth eireunit, in the
cities of Seattle, Portland, and San Francisco ; and in such other places in
each of the above circuits as said court mu{ from time to time designate.

“ The presiding l;]1.: e of said court shall be so designated in order of
appointment and in the commission issued him by the I’resident, and

e associate judges shall have precedence according to the date of
their commissions. Any three of the members of said court shall con-
stitute a quorum,

“The said court shall organize and open for the transaction of busi-
ness in the city of New York within ninety days after the judges, or a
majority of them, shall have qualified.

“After the organization of sald court no appeal shall hereafter be
taken or allowed from any board of United States general appraisers
to any other court, and no appellate jurisdiction shall hereafter be
exercised or allowed by any other courts in cases decided by said Board
of United States General Appraisers; but all appeals allowed by law
from such Board of General Appraisers shall be subject to review only
in the United States court of customs apppeals hereby established ac-
cording to the provisions of this act. 1

“ The eourt of customs appeals established by this act shall exercise
exclusive appellate jurisdiction to review by appeal, as provided by this
act, final decisions by a board of general appraisers in all cases as to
the construction of the law and the facts 1-esf;e¢tlng the classification
of merchandise and the rate of duty Imposed thereon under such classi-
fication, and the fees and charges connected therewith, and all npi:val-
able guestions as to the jurisdiction of said board, and all appealable
questions as to the laws and regulations governing the coltection of the
customs revenues ; and the judgment or decrees of sald court of customs
appeals shall be final in all such cases.

“Any judge who, in pursuance of the provisions of this act, shall
attend a session of the court of customs appeals held at any place
other than the ecity of New York shall be paid, upon his written
and itemized certificate, by the marshal of the district in which the
court shall be held, his actual and necessary expenses Incurred for
travel and attendance, and the actual and necéssary expenses of one
stenographic clerk who may accompany him, and such payments shall
be allowed the marshal in the statement of his accounts with the
United States.

“The marshals of the several districts in which sald court of
customs appeals may be held shall, under the direction of the Attor-
ney-General of the United States and with his approval, provide such
rooms in the public bulldings of the United States as may be neces-
sary for said court:' Provided, however, That in case proper rooms
can not be Fruvlde{l in such buildings, then the said marshals, with the
stl'O\'n_l of the Attorney-General of the United States, may, from
time to time, lease such rooms as may be necessary for said court,
The balliffs and messengers of said court shall be allowed the same
cotn[lnensn.tlon for their respective services as are allowed for similar
services In the existing circuit courts; and in no case shall sald
marshals secure other rooms than those regularly occupied by existing
eireuit courts of appeals, circait courts, or district courts, or other
public officers, except where such can not, by reason of actual occu-
pancy or use, be occupled by said court of customs appeals.

“I1f the Importer, owner, consignee, or agent of any imported mer-
chandise, or the collector or Secretary of the Treasury, shall be dis-
satisfied with the decision of the Board of General Appraisers as to
the construction of the law and the facts respecting the classification
of such merchandise and the rate of dmlv iraposed thereon under such
classification, or with any other appealable decision of said board,
they, or either of them, may, within sixty days next after the entry
of such decree or judgment, and not afterwards, apply to the United
States court of customs appeals for a review of the questions of law
and fact involved In such decision: Provided, That in Alaska and in
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the insular and other ouilside possessions of the United States ninety
days shall be allowed for making- such aﬁpllcat!on to the United
States court of customs appeals, uch application shall be made by
filing in the office of the clerk of sald court a concise statement of
errors of law and faect complained of, and a copy of said statement
shall be served on the collector, or on the importer, owner, consignee,
or agent, as the case may Thereupon the court shall immediately
order the Board of General Apgralsers to transmit to said court the
record and evidence taken by them, together with the certified state-
ment of the facts involved In the case and their decisions thereon;
and all the evidence taken by and before said board shall be competent
evidence before sald court of customs appeals. The decision of sald
court of customs appeals shall be final, and such cause shall be re-
manded to said Board of General A{lpmlsera for further proceedings
to be taken in pursuance of such determination.

“ Immediately m])on the organization of the United States court of
customs appeals all cases within the jurisdiction of that eourt now
pending and not submitted for decision in any of the United States
circult courts of appeals, United States circuit, territorial, or district
courts, shall, with the record and samples therein, be certified by said
courts to said United States court of customs appeals for further pro-
ceedings in accordance herewith: Provided, That where orders for the
taking of further testimony before a referee have been made in any of
such cases, the taking of such testimony shall be completed before such
certifieation.

“That in case of a vacancy or the temporary inability or dlm;lua.llﬂu-
tion for any reason of one or two guﬁges of said court of customs ap-
peals, the I'resident of the United States may, upon the request of the
presiding judge of said court, designate any qualified United States
circuit or district judge or judges to act in his or their place, and such
United States judge or judges shall be duly qualified to so act.

* 8ald United States court of customs appeals shall have power to
review any decision or matter within its jurisdiction and may affirm,
modify, or reverse the same and remand the ease with such orders as
:Il__\é[selem to it proper in the premises, which shall be executed ac-
cordingly.

* Immediately upon recellgt of any record transmitted to said court
for determination the elerk thereof s allcglar_'e the same upon the calen-
dar for hearing and submission; and such calendar shall be called and
all cases thereupon submitted, except for good cause shown, at least
once every sixty days.

“In addition to the clerk of said court the court may appoint an

assistant clerk at a saln::{ of $2,000 per annum, three stenographie
clerks at a salary of $2,400 per annum each, and one stenographic
reporter at a salary of $2,500 per annum, and a messenger at a salary

of $000 per annum, all payable in equal monthly installments, and
all of whom, including the clerk, shall hold office during the pleasure
of and perform such dutics as are assigned them by the counrt.

reporter shall prepare and transmit to the Secretary of the Treasury
once a week in time for publication in the Treasury Decisions coples
of all decisions rendered to that date by sald court, and prepare and
transmit, under the direction of said court, at least once a year, re-
ports of sald decisions rendered to that date, constituting a volume,
which shall be printed by the Treasury Department in such numbers
and distributed or sold in such manner as the Secretary of the Treas-
ury shall direct, The United States marshal for the souathern district
of New York Is hereby authorized to mﬁurchase. under the direction of
the presiding judge, such books, periodicals, and stationery as may be
necesgary for the use of eald court, and such expenditures shall be
gltlotwed the marshal in the statement of his accounts with the United

ates.

“ 8gc. 30. That there shall be ngpumted by the President, by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate, an Assistant Attorney-
General, who shall exercise the functions of his office under the super-
vislon and control of the Attorney-General of the United States, and
who shall be paid a salary of $10,000 per annum; and there shall
also be appolnted by the Attorney-General of the United Htates a
De?uty Assistant Attorney-General, who shall be paid a sidlary of
$7,600 &er annum, and four attorneys, who shall be paid salaries, one
of £6,000, and the other three of $5.000 per annum each. Said attor-
neys shall act under the immediate direction of said Assistant Attorney-
General, or, in case of his absence or a vacancy in his office, under the
direction of sald Deputy Assistant Attorney-General, and said Assistant
Attorney-General, Deputy Assistant Attorney-General, and attorneys
shall have charge of the interests of the Government In all matters of
reappraizement and classification of imgorted goods and of all litigation
incident thereto, and shall represent the Government in all the courts
wherein the Interests of the Government require such representation.”

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY.

Mr. ALDRICH. I move that when the Senate adjourns to-
day, it adjourn to meet on Monday next,
The motion was agreed fo.

HOUR OF MEETING.

Mr. ALDRICH. I move that the daily sessions of the Senate
on and after Monday next, until further ordered, shall begin at
11 o'clock a. m.

Mr. HEYBURN. I should like to inguire about that. There
is a very slim attendance at this time.

Mr, ALDRICH. I think everybody understands it is to be
done.

Mr. HEYBURN., They may understand it is to be done—

Mr. ALDRICIH. If the Senator raises the point, of course——

Mr. HEYBURN. I shall not be obdurate about it at all
I merely desired to know if it was something that met with gen-
eral approval. I do not believe in varying the rules of this
body. It detracts from its dignity and traditions.

Mr. ALDRICH. It is very evident that if we are to dispose
of the tariff bill we must have earlier hours of meeting and later
sessions,

Mr. HEYBURN. We have seldom been able to get a quorum
here before 12 o’clock when we have met at an earlier hour than
that,

AMr. ALDRICH. I shall make the motion Monday.

Mr. HEYBURN, I shall not make any objection.

‘Mr. ALDRICH. I think Senators understood about
motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the motion of the Senator from Rhode Island.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. KEAN. I move that the Senate adjourn.

The motion was agreed to, and (at 6 o'clock and 5 minutes
p. m.) the Senate adjourned until Monday, May 3, 1909, at 11
o'clock a. m. ;

the

SENATE.
Moxvpay, May 3, 1909.

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m.

Prayer by Rev, Ulysses G. B. Pierce, of the city of Washington,

The Vice-President being absent, the President pro tempore
took the chair.

The Journal of the proceedings of Friday last was read and
approved.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore presented a petition of certain
persons, claiming to be American citizens, imprisoned at Ha-
bana, Cuba, praying that certain relief be granted them, which
was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. BRADLEY presented petitions of sundry ecitizens of
Covington, Falmouth, Salt Lick, Neola, Center Point, Gifford,
Cleaton, Faubush, Jonesville, Cold Valley, Burgin, Indian
Fields, Mount Sterling, Hampton, Newport, and Burnside, all in
the State of Kentucky, praying for a reduction of the duty on
raw and refined sugars, which were ordered to lie on the table,

Mr. OLIVER presented pefitions of sundry citizens of Addi-
son, Pa., praying for a reduction of the duty on raw and refined
sugars, which were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. GALLINGER presented telegrams in the nature of peti-
tions from Mrs, Rose M. Vontobel, of Lebanon; Mrs. Dwight
Hall, of Dover; Mrs. Laura 1. Benton, of Manchester ; Mabelle
Hill True, of Laconia ; Jennie T. Gingras, of Laconia ; Bessie M.
Houghton, of Laconia; and Mrs. George H. Tilton, of Laconia,
all in the State of New Hampshire, praying for an increase of the
duty on imported hosiery, which were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. PERKINS presented a joint resolution of the legislature
of California, which was referred to the Committee on Pensions
and ordered to be printed in the Rrcorp, as follows:

Senate joint resolution 20.

Adopted in senate March 16, A. D. 1909.

LEwis A. HILBORN,
Seerctary of the Senate.

Adopted in assembly March 18, A. D. 1900,

CrLio LLoyp,
Chief Clerk of the Assembly.

This resolution was received by'the governor this 20th day of
March, A, D. 1900,
E. C. CoorEn,

Private Becretary of the Governor.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
Dmum'ngl‘:x'r OF STATE.
I, C. F. Curry, secretary of the State of California, do herehy certify
that I have carefully compared the annexed copy of =senate joint resolu-
tion No. 20, chapter 87, laws cf 1909, with the original now on file in
my office, and that the same is a corrvect transcript therefrom and of the
whole thereof. Also, that this authentlcation is in due form and by
the proper officer,
Witness my hand and the great scal of state, at office in Sacra-
mento, Cal., the 26th day of April, A. I, 1909,
[SEAL.] C. F. Cumgy,
Secrctary of State.,
By 1. HoescH, Deputy.

Chapter 37.

Senate jolnt resolution No. 20, relating to a bill in Congress extending
nsion laws to include the First Battallon Mountaineers, California
‘olunteers, who served during the late war of the rebellion.

Whereas the officers and privates of the First Battalion Moun-
taineers, California Volunteers, served during the war of the rebellion
agalnst the Indians of the frontier counties; and

Whereas under the provisions of the general pension laws and the
several special pension acts said volunteers have always been held en-
titled to the benefit of said pension laws and have for many years
received pensions from the Government for said service during the
rebellion, which pensions have been in most cases the only means of
su( rt of these old volunteer soldiers; and

hereas under a recent ruling of the Department of the Interior it
has been held that the pension laws do not include the volunteer sol-
dit:lra who fought during the war of the rebellion against the Indians;
an

Whereas there is now pending in the Congress of the United States
a bill introdoced in the Senate and House of Representatives to extend
the provisions of the pension laws to include the officers and privates
of the First Battalion Mountaineers, California Volunteers, who served
during the late war of the rebellion and were honorably discharged,
and to the widows and minor children of such volunteer soldiers:
Therefore be it

—
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